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ABSTRACT
Examining the Effect of Teaching Method and Learning Style on Student Course
Achievement for Hospitality Students
by
Mehmet Erdem
Dr. Robert H. Woods, Examination Committee Chair 
Professor o f Hotel Management and Department Head 
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas
This study attempts to bridge the gap between effective teaching and empirical 
research on hospitality education by bringing a learning-based theoretical framework and 
a validated assessment tool together within a research setting. A specific objective o f the 
study was to determine the effect o f students’ learning styles on student course 
achievement. The author examined the effect o f learning styles and instructional 
strategies on student course achievement in consideration with students’ GPA, and the 
influence of demographic variables including gender, age, class standing, student 
classification as being either international or domestic, and students’ industry experience. 
Additionally, the relationship between students’ overall satisfaction with instructional 
methods utilized in the classroom and students’ course achievement was explored. The 
study also offers a unique comprehensive approach where the above-mentioned variables 
and concepts are included together within the same research study.
The results o f the analysis indicated that there was no significant relationship between 
students’ dominant learning style and student course achievement. An interesting finding
111
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of this study was that when students perceived the classroom instruction provided to 
match their preferred learning styles, they demonstrated higher overall satisfaction with 
instructional methods utilized in the classroom. In accordance, it was determined that 
higher overall satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in the classroom led to 
higher student course achievement. It is suggested that future research must repeat 
similar studies across a variety of hospitality courses to establish patterns o f learners’ 
preferred learning styles and learners’ reaction to instructional methods. Such efforts 
could potentially help hospitality educators revise and modify lesson plans to 
accommodate all learning styles in the classroom. Further, evidence o f patterns obtained 
from such types o f research could help establish a guide for addressing the needs of 
particular learners, grouped by their dominant learning styles, and customize instructional 
content accordingly.
IV
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Improvement of classroom instruction through commitment to effective teaching has 
been an enduring and vital issue for higher education in the U.S. (Edgerton, Hutchings & 
Quinlan, 1991; Hsu, 1999; Jones-Hamilton, 2001; National Research Council, 2000; 
Pickworth, Shaw, & Barth, 1997; Sims & Sims, 1995; Svinicki & Dixon, 1987; 
Trowbridge, 1997). Consequently, instructors in higher education are striving to utilize 
an array o f instructional strategies when providing education in the classrooms (Casado, 
2000; Education Commission o f the States, 1996; Hsu, 1999; National Research Council, 
2000; Pickworth, Shaw & Barth, 1997; Reynolds, 1995).
Svinicki and Dixon (1987), in a study exploring classroom activities, argue that the 
variety o f instructional methods used in the classroom is often inadequate and the need to 
assess students' learning preferences has not been addressed. The authors attribute this 
limited approach to the absence o f empirical research on choosing and systematizing 
classroom activities. Likewise, Tickle (2001) reviews studies of several educationalists 
focusing on learning strategies and learning styles, and highlights the need for further 
research on examining learning strategies while emphasizing the potentially promising 
and useful aspects of a research orientation on learning styles.
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Research Justification and Rationale
A learning model developed by Kolb (1984) provides a theoretical framework for 
identifying different learning techniques and assessing the preferred learning styles of 
students. Learning styles are considered as important distinguishing factors among 
learners (Sarasin, 1999). Previous research emphasizes that, in order to design and 
implement effective instructional methods, educators need to evaluate how people learn 
(Hsu, 1999; Sadler-Smith, 1996; Sims & Sims, 1995; Terrell & Dringus, 2000; Vince, 
1998). Following up on similar research objectives, Caulfield (2001) and Heffler (2001) 
offer evidence that students’ approaches to instructional situations are correlated with 
students’ preferred learning styles. Both authors further add that it is useful for 
instructors to determine students’ learning styles as a group and to adjust the curriculum 
accordingly to optimize learning in the classroom.
In a study focusing on improving the quality o f hospitality education, Bagden and 
Boger (2000) emphasize the need for future research on instructional improvement 
through employing Kolb’s theoretical framework. Pickworth, et al. (1997) conclude that 
Kolb's theoretical framework can be a useful tool for creating and maintaining a 
supportive learning culture for introductory courses in hospitality education. Another 
study conducted by Hsu (1999) also acknowledges the usefulness o f Kolb’s learning 
model and highlights the need for further hospitality education research on preferred 
learning styles and the utility of Kolb’s learning model as a tool for related research.
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Purpose of the Study 
Given the aforementioned ongoing struggle o f instructors in higher education to 
provide effective teaching, and the fact that empirical studies focusing on how the 
information about students’ learning styles could be utilized to optimize classroom 
learning has been limited in hospitality education research, this study proposes an 
application of Kolb's learning model to assess and examine the relationship between 
hospitality students' learning preferences and instructional strategies on student course 
achievement and related moderating variables.
Findings o f this study can contribute significantly to ongoing research in this subject. 
For example, studying the relationship between hospitality students’ learning preferences 
and learning outcomes could help instructors achieve a better understanding o f how 
students learn best so that they can integrate instructional methods into course curricula 
to address the diverse needs of a group of learners.
Research Questions
Based on the aforementioned purpose and objectives of the study and a review of 
related literature, which is to be discussed in the next chapter, six research questions were 
developed for this study. These questions are as follows:
Q 1 : Is there a relationship between students’ dominant learning style and student
course achievement score?
Q 2: Is there a relationship between student learning styles and their instructors’
learning styles in terms o f student course achievement?
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Q 3: Are there significant differences between students’ learning styles and
students’ demographic profiles (gender, age, class standing, classification as 
being either international or domestic student, and work experience) and 
students’ GPA?
Q 4; Is there a relationship between instructional strategies incorporated during the 
learning process and student course achievement?
Q 5: Are students more satisfied with the course when instructional strategies
employed match their perceived preferred learning styles?
Q 6; Is there a relationship between student course achievement and students’ 
overall satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in the classroom?
Statement o f Hypotheses 
The hypotheses associated with the research questions stated above are as follows: 
H 1 : There is a significant positive relationship between students’ dominant
learning style and student course achievement score (as measured by 
percentage of total points for final course grade).
H 2: There is a significant positive relationship between student predominant
learning styles and their instructors’ predominant learning styles represented 
by student course achievement.
H 3 : There are significant differences between students’ learning styles and
students’ demographic profiles (gender, age, class standing, and work 
experience) as well as students’ GPA.
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H 4: There is a significant relationship between instructional strategies
incorporated during the learning process and student course achievement.
H 5: Students are more satisfied with the course when instructional strategies
employed matched their perceived preferred learning styles.
H 6: There is a positive relationship between student course achievement and
students’ overall satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in the 
classroom.
Significance o f the Study 
The study attempts to bridge the gap between effective teaching and empirical 
research on hospitality education by bringing a learning based theoretical framework and 
a validated assessment tool together within a research orientation. Although Kolb’s 
learning model has been successfully adopted for research in a variety o f disciplines such 
as education and business, there are very limited applications o f this model in hospitality 
education research. Furthermore, unlike many of the studies in other disciplines, the 
available research in hospitality education fails to show major statistically significant 
differences among students’ learning styles based on Kolb’s learning model (Bagden, 
1999; Bagden & Boger, 2000; Hsu, 1999).
A successful application o f Kolb’s theoretical framework in this study could guide 
future teaching practices in hospitality education. This study examined the effect of 
learning styles and instructional strategies on student course achievement in consideration 
with students’ GPA, and the influence o f demographic variables including gender, age, 
class standing, student classification as being either international or domestic, and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
students’ industry experience. Additionally, the relationship between students’ overall 
satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in the classroom and students’ course 
achievement was explored. The study also offers a unique comprehensive approach 
where the above-mentioned variables and concepts are included together within the same 
research study.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to give an overview of topics relevant to this study. 
First, a brief overview of the quest for effective teaching in higher education is discussed. 
Then, the theoretical background relevant to this study is covered. The Experiential 
Learning Theory (ELT), and Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory (LSI) are described and the 
applications o f these concepts relevant to the purposes of this study are discussed.
Higher Education and Effective Teaching 
In the last few decades, higher education in the United States has gone through a 
transformation where the educators have examined the traditional methods o f teaching 
and current assumptions on learning to determine ways to better address the learning 
needs of students (Feldman & Paulsen, 1998; Fuhrman & Grasha, 1983). Part o f this 
drive is due to the concern of colleges and universities to achieve student retention and 
learner performance as a result o f increased competition among educational institutions 
(American College Personnel Association, 1994).
The ongoing reform processes in higher education have directed related discussions 
towards the learning process and its enhancement (Ewell, 1997; Edgerton, Hutchings, &
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Quinlan, 1991; Schneider & Shoenberg, 1998; Svinicki, & Dixon, 1987). Several 
academic studies (Claxton & Murrell, 1987; Elfant, 2002; Gardner, 1983; Kolb, 1984; 
Magolda & Terenzini, 1999) acknowledge that the learning process differs among 
individual learners and the realization of this fact is a key element for effective teaching 
in the classroom. In order to be more effective as educators and instructors in higher 
education, research and resources should be directed towards exploring learning styles of 
students and the effect learning preferences may have on the learning process (Claxton & 
Murrell, 1987; Kolb, 1984; Sadler-Smith, 1996; Sims & Sims, 1995; Vince, 1998).
A trend in higher education has been a focus on learner-centered pedagogy and 
accordingly the role of the instructor has been changing into a facilitator o f learning with 
a goal to maximize learning (Kaplan & Kies, 1995; Murphy, 1998). Effective teaching is 
a way of ensuring maximized learning for the individual student (Jones-Hamilton, 2001). 
If so, how do instructors achieve effective teaching in the classroom? In order to address 
this question, it is suggested that the concepts of learning and instructional methods be 
explored and understood (Ormrod, 1999; Casado, 2000; Jones-Hamilton, 2001).
Learning and Instructional Methods 
Ormrod (1999, p.7) argues that learning “cannot be left to chance”. She states that, 
“the better we understand the factors that influence learning (principles) and the 
processes that underlie it (theories), the more effectively we can promote the kinds of 
learning that will facilitate students’ long-term success rather than the kinds o f learning 
that might actually interfere with it”, p. 7.
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Learning refers to the enduring process of change in human performance and the 
potential for such performance. Moreover, learning can be an outcome of practice or 
experience, (Driscoll, 1994; Gagne, 1977). Accordingly, a group of constructs that 
describes the process of changes in performance and the underlying causes o f such 
changes provide the definition for a learning theory (Driscoll, 1994; Gilley. &
Maycunich, 2000). Teaching methods utilized in higher education often stem from 
learning theories and assumptions (Roberts, 2001). Examples of learning theory 
applications include the works of philosophers such as Dewey, theorists such as Skinner, 
psychologists such as Piaget, and many other famous scientists (Joyce & Weil, 1996).
The use of learning theories in teaching methods assists in addressing the needs of 
learners and improvement o f instruction (Casado, 2000; Roberts, 2001). Driscoll (1994, 
p.21) describes instruction as “any deliberate arrangement o f events to facilitate a 
learner’s acquisition of some goal”. Instructional process and its successful 
implementation can be an indicator for effective teaching and achievement o f desired 
learning outcomes (Jones-Hamilton, 2001). Part of the instructional process involves the 
use o f instructional methods, also commonly referred to as teaching methods (Driscoll, 
1994; Eggen & Kauchak, 2001; Feldman & Paulsen, 1998). Instructional methods 
involve the manner in which instruction is presented to learners (O’Bannon, 2002).
Past studies have identified a number o f instructional methods commonly utilized and 
recommended for use in higher education (Feldman & Paulsen, 1998; Heinich, Molenda, 
Russell & Smaldino, 1996; Mergel, 1998; Smith & Ragan, 1999; O ’Bannon, 2002). A 
review o f these studies reveals eleven frequently used teaching methods in higher 
education (Table 1). The list o f eleven teaching methods described in these studies also
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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matched the descriptions included in Casado’s study (2000) that investigated the teaching 
methods preferred by hospitality management students in U.S. colleges.
Table 1 Instructional / Teaching Methods (O’Bannon. 2002)
Instructional Description
M ethod___________________________________________________________________
Lecture Material is presented in a direct manner, but audience is often passive.
It involves the teacher showing students a process or procedure such as 
Demonstration a science process, a cooking procedure or a computer procedure.
Lecture
Discussions
Direct
Instruction
Discussion
Discovery
Learning
Cooperative
Learning
Learning
Centers
Role-Play
Simulations
Problem- 
Based 
Learning & 
Inquiry
It is a combination o f lectures and teacher questioning.
It involves specific learning targets. Students are told reasons why 
content is important. It includes: 1) Introduction and review 2) 
Presentation o f new information 3) Guided and 4) Independent practice.
Designed to encourage thinking skills.
Discovery learning encourages students to ask questions and formulate 
their own tentative answers. It provides learners with information they 
use to construct learning.
It involves small heterogeneous student groups working together to 
solve a problem or complete a task.
These are self-contained areas where students work independently or 
with small groups (pairs or triads) to complete a task. Centers may take 
the form of chairs placed around a table for group discussion; display 
boards that present questions/problems/worksheets, or computers where 
students perform hands-on activities or research on the web.
A problem is identified, acted out and discussed.
It puts the student in a "real" situation without taking the risks involved.
Involves four steps: 1) student receives the problem, 2) student gathers 
data, 3) student organizes data and provides explanation o f the problem, 
and 4) students analyze the strategies they used to solve the problem.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
The National Research Council (2000) states that effective teaching demands an in- 
depth understanding of the learning process as well as the know-how of the teaching 
methods that can be utilized as tools in the instructional process (p. 188). The Council's 
report further adds that pedagogical content knowledge o f learning theories, such as the 
Experiential Learning Theory, is an important aspeet for teachers seeking to optimize 
classroom teaching and learning.
The Experiential Learning Theory 
“A challenge for the learning sciences is to provide a theoretical framework that links 
assessment praetices to learning theory” (National Research Council, 2000, p. 142).
One sueh theoretical framework, known as the Experiential Learning Theory (ELT) is 
offered by David A. Kolb (1984). ELT offers a collectively theoretical model o f the 
learning process that is consistent with what researchers and scholars know about how 
people develop, and learn (Sternberg & Zhang, 2000). The theory is named “Experiential 
Learning” to accentuate the central role that experience plays in the learning process, a 
prominence that differentiates Kolb’s ELT from other learning theories such as 
behavioral learning theory. Therefore, the term “experiential” is given to distinguish 
ELT both from cognitive learning theories, that often stress cognition over affect, and 
behavioral learning theories that reject any role for student-oriented experience in the 
learning process (Kolb, 1984).
The experiential learning theory defines learning as the accumulation of knowledge 
through experience. It suggests that humans learn through the following steps: direct 
interaction and experience with the world around them, reflection on such experiences.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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abstract conceptualization and thinking about the world around them, and active 
participation within this world of learning (Kolb, 1976; Kolb, 1984). The experiential 
learning theory is influenced by Piaget’s human learning and developmental studies, 
Lewin’s arguments on the relationship between concrete experience and analytic 
thinking, Jung’s discussions on types and modes o f learning, and Dewey’s studies on 
experience and learning (Kolb, 1976; Sternberg & Zhang, 2000).
Knowledge can be described as a consequence o f grasping and transforming 
experience (Kolb 1984). Kolb hypothesizes that people experience learning through a 
four-phase experiential cycle (Figure 1 ). This experiential learning rotation begins with 
Concrete Experience (CE) (learning by experiencing) and proceeds with Reflective 
Observation (RO) (learning by reflecting). Abstract Conceptualization (AC) (learning by 
thinking), and Active Experimentation (AE) (learning by doing), respectively (Kolb,
1984; Kolb & Kolb, 2001). The learner begins the process by being involved in a 
learning experience, reflecting on the particular experience, deriving meaning and 
conclusions from the experience, making decisions based on the conclusions derived, 
then finally restarting the cycle by moving onto new learning experiences (Heffler, 2001 ; 
Kolb, 1999; Mainemelis, Boyatzis, & Kolb, 2002). Kolb (1999) submits that learners 
comprehend experience by either Concrete Experience or Abstract Conceptualization and 
further adds that learners handle experience by either Reflective Observation or Active 
Experimentation.
A recent functional and thorough description o f ELT is provided by Kolb,
Mainemelis, & Boyatzis (2000) in an article reviewing ELT’s utility in education 
research:
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“ELT portrays two dialectically related modes of grasping experience -  Concrete 
Experience (CE) and Abstract Conceptualization (AC) -  and two dialectically 
related modes of transforming experience -  Reflective Observation (RO) and 
Active Experimentation (AE). According to the four-stage learning cycle, 
immediate or concrete experiences are the basis for observations and reflections. 
These reflections are assimilated and distilled into abstract concepts from which 
new implications for action can be drawn. These implications can be actively 
tested and serve as guides in creating new experiences. A closer examination of 
the ELT learning model suggests that learning requires abilities that are polar 
opposites, and that the learner must continually choose which set of learning 
abilities he or she will use in a specific learning situation. In grasping experience 
some of us perceive new information through experiencing the concrete, tangible, 
felt qualities of the world, relying on our senses and immersing ourselves in 
concrete reality. Others tend to perceive, grasp, or take hold of new information 
through symbolic representation or abstract conceptualization -  thinking about, 
analyzing, or systematically planning, rather than using sensation as a guide. 
Similarly, in transforming or processing experience some o f us tend to carefully 
watch others who are involved in the experience and reflect on what happens, 
while others choose to jump right in and start doing things. The watchers favor 
reflective observation, while the doers favor active experimentation. Each 
dimension o f the learning process presents us with a choice. Since it is virtually 
impossible, for example, to simultaneously drive a car (Concrete Experience) and 
analyze a driver’s manual about the car’s functioning (Abstract
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Conceptualization), we resolve the conflict by choosing. Because o f our 
hereditary equipment, our particular past life experiences, and the demands o f our 
present environment, we develop a preferred way of choosing. We resolve the 
conflict between concrete or abstract and between active or reflective in some 
patterned, characteristic ways. We call these patterned ways learning styles.", p. 
3-4.
The learning styles Kolb, et ai. (2000) describe, stem from Kolb’s ELT (1984), and is 
the basis for the assessment instrument labeled Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory (LSI). 
The following section further discusses LSI and its uses.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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C oncrete
Experience
(CE)
Active
Experim en­
tation
(AE)
Abstract
Conceptualization
(AC)
Figure 1. The Experiential Learning Cycle (Kolb, 1984)
Reflective
O bser­
vation
(RO)
The Learning Style Inventory (LSI)
An assessment instrument named ‘Learning Style Inventory’ (LSI), developed by 
Kolb in 1971. utilizes the four phases o f the learning cycle (CE, RO, AE, and AC), 
Figure 2, to determine the most preferred learning style of a learner by categorizing them 
into one o f the four preferred learning style types (Table 2). LSI uses a 12-item self- 
reported set o f questions to compute how much a learner depends on each o f the four 
phases of the learning cycle and provides a score for each of the four phases. These 
scores are used to establish the learning style type o f the learner (Kolb, 1999).
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Concrete
Experience
(CE)
DivergingAccommodating
Active
Experim entation
(AE)
Reflective
Observation
tR O l
AssimilatingConverging
Abstraet
Conceptualization
(AC)
Figure 2. The Experiential Learning Cycle and Four Basic Learning Styles (Kolb, 1984)
Although subjects tested with LSI show many different patterns o f scores, research on 
the instrument has identified four statistically ubiquitous and consistent learning styles — 
Diverging, Assimilating, Converging, and Accommodating (Table 2). Based on both 
past research and scientific observation o f abovementioned patterns o f LSI scores, the 
following summarizes and describes the four basic learning styles (Kolb, 1984; Kolb, 
1999; Kolb, et al., 2000).
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Table 2 Learning Style Types as Described in the Learning Style Inventory
Diverging
• Merges learning steps of Concrete Experience and Reflective Observation 
(learners in this group prefer working in groups, brainstorming, etc.)
Assimilating
• Merges learning steps o f Reflective Observation and Abstract Conceptualization 
(learners in this group prefer lectures, readings, analyzing quantitative data, etc.)
Converging
• Merges learning steps o f Abstract Conceptualization and Active Experimentation 
(learners in this group prefer simulations, experiments, laboratory tasks, etc.)
A ccommodating
• Merges learning steps o f Active Experimentation and Concrete Experience 
(learners in this group prefer field/team work, tasks dealing with other people)
(Source: Kolb, 1999)
Diverging
The Diverging style merges learning steps o f Concrete Experience and Reflective 
Observation. “People with this learning style are best at viewing concrete situations from 
many different points of view. It is labeled “Diverging” because a person with it 
performs better in situations that call for generation of ideas, such as a “brainstorming” 
session. People with a Diverging learning style have broad cultural interests and like to 
gather information. Research shows that they are interested in people, tend to be 
imaginative and emotional, have broad cultural interests, and tend to specialize in the
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arts. In formal learning situations, people with the Diverging style prefer to work in 
groups, listening with an open mind and receiving personalized feedback” (Kolb, et. al, 
2000, p.4).
Assimilating
The Assimilating style combines learning steps o f Reflective Observation and 
Abstract Conceptualization. “People with this learning style are best at understanding a 
wide range of information and putting into concise, logical form. Individuals with an 
Assimilating style are less focused on people and more interested in ideas and abstract 
concepts. Generally, people with this style find it more important that a theory have 
logical soundness than practical value. The Assimilating learning style is important for 
effectiveness in information and science careers. In formal learning situations, people 
with this style prefer readings, lectures, exploring analytical models, and having time to 
think things through” (Kolb, et al., 2000, p.5).
Converging
The learning steps of Abstract Conceptualization and Active Experimentation are 
combined in the converging style. “People with this learning style are best at finding 
practical uses for ideas and theories. They have the ability to solve problems and make 
decisions based on finding solutions to questions or problems. Individuals with a 
Converging learning style prefer to deal with technical tasks and problems rather than 
with social issues and interpersonal issues. These learning skills are important for 
effectiveness in specialist and technology careers. In formal learning situations, people 
with this style prefer to experiment with new ideas, simulations, laboratory assignments, 
and practical applications” (Kolb, et al., 2000, p.6).
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Accommodating
The Accommodating style merges learning steps of Active Experimentation and 
Concrete Experience. “People with this learning style have the ability to learn from 
primarily “hand-on” experience. They enjoy carrying out plans and involving themselves 
in new and challenging experiences. Their tendency may be to act on “gut” feelings 
rather than on logical analysis. In solving problems, individuals with an Accommodating 
learning style rely more heavily on people for information than on their own technical 
analysis. This learning style is important for effectiveness in action-oriented careers such 
as marketing or sales. In formal learning situations, people with the Accommodating 
learning style prefer to work with others to get assignments done, to set goals, to do field 
work, and to test out different approaches to completing a project” (Kolb, et al., 2000, 
p.7).
Validity and Reliability o f LSI 
In an empirical study investigating the degree o f interactivity on leamer-outcomes, 
Haseman, Nuipolatoglu, and Ramamurthy (2002) state that Kolb’s LSI is a preferable 
assessment instrument for learning environments and stress that Kolb’s LSI is a well 
established and validated instrument. There have been many reports and studies o f the 
ELT and LSI beginning as early as 1971 when these concepts were first published (Kolb, 
Rubin & McIntyre, 1984; Kolb, Mainemelis & Boyatzis, 2000). The 2002 Bibliography 
of Research on Experiential Learning Theory and the LSI lists 1522 published studies 
since 1971 in medicine, nursing, accounting, management, education, computer science, 
psychology, and law (Kolb, & Kolb, 2003). Comprehensive reviews o f this literature is
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Table 3 Tabulation o f Past LSI Research
ELT/LSI Research Early Period 
(1971-1984)
Recent Period 
(1985-1999)
Total
(1971-1999)
By Academic Field
Education 165 251 416
Management 74 123 197
Computer Science 44 70 114
Psychology 23 78 101
Medicine 28 44 72
Nursing 12 51 63
Accounting 7 15 22
Law 1 4 5
Total 354 636 990
By Publication Type
Journal Articles 157 378 535
Doctoral Dissertations 76 130 206
Books & Chapters 43 56 99
Other 78 72 150
Total 354 636 990
(Source: Kolb & Kolb, 2003)
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Kolb, et al. (2000, p. 18) report the following important findings and facts in regards 
to the issue of validity and reliability o f LSI:
“There have been two recent comprehensive reviews o f the ELT/LSI 
literature, one qualitative and one quantitative. In 1991 Hickcox extensively 
reviewed the theoretical origins o f ELT and qualitatively analyzed 81 studies in 
accounting and business education, helping professions, medical professions, 
post-secondary education and teacher education. She concluded that overall 
61.7% of the studies supported ELT, 16.1% showed mixed support, and 22.2% 
did not support ELT. In 1994, Iliff conducted a meta-analysis of 101 quantitative 
studies derived from 275 dissertations and 624 articles that were qualitative, 
theoretical, and quantitative studies of ELT and the LSI. Using Hickox's 
evaluation format he found that 49 studies showed strong support for the LSI, 40 
showed mixed support and 12 studies showed no support. About half o f the 101 
studies reported sufficient data on the LSI scales to compute effect sizes via meta­
analysis. Most studies reported correlations he classified as low (<.5) and effect 
sizes fell in the weak (.2) to medium (.5) range for the LSI scales. In conclusion 
Iliff suggests that the magnitude of these statistics is not sufficient to meet 
standards o f predictive validity”, p. 19.
Following up on studies that explored LSTs reliability, Heffier (2001) examined the 
test-retest reliability o f LSI. He presented test-retest coefficients for the four different 
learning modes as a measure of reliability o f LSI as an assessment instrument. The study 
concluded that the LSI could be reliably employed to determine an individual’s preferred
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learning style. Also, the latest version, version 3, of LSI has been tested for reliability 
and internal consistency (Atkinson, 1991). It is reported that the alpha coefficients 
obtained supported Kolb’s claims for internal consistency for the new version o f LSI.
Given the many applications o f ELT and LSI in research studies and the ample 
evidence for LSI as a reliable and valid instrument, a brief review o f specific applications 
of LSI in research studies can provide a deeper understanding o f LSI as a valuable and 
practical tool for assessment.
Research Applications of LSI 
LSI, achievement, and learner satisfaction:
It is often argued that learner characteristics, such as learning styles, are factors 
influencing effectiveness of learning (Sadler-Smith, 1996). Some studies have 
particularly focused on utilizing the LSI to determine the relationship between learning 
styles and learner performance or achievement. Simon (2000) investigated the 
relationship of learning style and training method for computer use. The study linked 
learning styles with training techniques using structural equation modeling and 
determined the effect of learning styles computer use and learner satisfaction. Learning 
styles were determined through Kolb’s LSI. His findings indicated that learners with 
different learning styles performed significantly different from each other when using 
varying training techniques. Results also indicated higher satisfaction rates among those 
learners whose learning style matched the training technique provided. In another related 
study, Roberts (2001) reported statistically significant differences among learning styles 
o f community college students and student course achievement. No interaction was
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reported between students’ learning styles and learner satisfaction. The researcher 
concluded that the study provides evidence, through the use o f Kolb’s LSI, to justify the 
use of more active teaching (instructional) methods in community college classrooms. 
However, another study examining the influence of learning styles on college 
undergraduates’ writing performance concluded that there are no significant differences 
in writing performance among the students with different learning styles (Davidson- 
Shivers, Gayle, Nowlin & Lanouette, 2002). Isom (1997) tested the relationship between 
learning styles and academic achievement o f nursing students and concluded that no 
significant differences existed. She recommended further studies since the study sample 
size was insufficient (n=43). The varying outcomes o f LSI related research highlights the 
need for further empirical studies. For example, Sharp (1997) provides a conceptual 
discussion on the use of Kolb’s LSI in classroom and stresses the need for future research 
studies to determine the utility o f LSI in the classroom in relation to instructional 
methods employed.
The above review indicates the room for further empirical research in discovering and 
confirming the utility o f LSI to assess learner achievement and satisfaction, and adopting 
instructional measures accordingly. Thus, the following four hypotheses are adopted for 
this study:
H 1 : There is a significant positive relationship between students’ dominant
learning style and student course achievement score (as measured by 
percentage o f total points for final course grade).
H 2: There is a significant relationship between instructional strategies
incorporated during the learning process and student course achievement.
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H 3; Students are more satisfied with the course when instructional strategies 
employed matched their perceived preferred learning styles.
H 4: There is a positive relationship between student course achievement and
students’ overall satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in the 
classroom.
LSI, learner demographics, teaching styles:
Although some research studies concluded that differences in students’ learning styles 
did not have any effect on students’ course achievement, demographic differences among 
learning style groups were documented (Garland, 2002; Loo 2002; Wen, 2000). A study 
of Kolb's LSI among business majors revealed moderate effect sizes in learning style 
preferences and for learners’ majoring subjects (accounting, finances, and marketing) 
(Loo, 2002). The researcher highlighted the need for using large sample studies and 
recommended further studies with documentation of research participant demographics. 
However, no particular demographic information need was emphasized. Garland (2002) 
discovered significant differences by gender for students with varying learning styles. 
Ladd and Ruby (1999) considered status o f learners, either domestic or international, as 
potentially useful demographic information when investigating the relationship of 
learning styles and adjustment issues of college students. Although Kolb’s LSI was not 
utilized in this study, the authors suggested the use o f a conceptual tool for assessing 
learning styles and addressing the classroom adjustment issues of international students. 
Singh and Ninemeier (2003) focused on a similar topic and explored the teaching method 
preferences of students. The previous discussions provided in this section of literature 
review have established the relevance o f teaching methods and learning styles. Given
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this fact, the Singh and Ninemeier (2003) study provides interesting insights on the 
differences between international and domestic college students in the U.S. in terms of 
teaching method preferences. The researchers determine that international students have 
significantly different preferences for teaching methods provided in the classroom. They 
further add that preferences on teaching methods could be linked to differences in 
learning styles and they recommend further studies to explore this issue.
Another variable studied includes students’ GPA. Bagden (1999) researched the 
relationship between learning styles, demographics, and test achievement o f hospitality 
undergraduate students. Although he did not find any significant differences between 
student learning styles and test achievement, he was able to demonstrate significant 
differences among student GPA’s and students’ learning styles. In addition to 
demographic variables such as the GPA, researchers also examined relationship between 
instructors' learning styles and students’ learning styles in relation to course achievement 
(Eliant, 2002). Fatt (2000) examined the implications of LSI for educators. Although he 
did not employ any empirical techniques to test the conceptual theories he presented, he 
successfully argued that learning styles should be studied by examining the students’ 
performance in accordance with teachers’ learning style to provide a better understanding 
o f learning styles and effective teaching. Also, Musgrove (2002) studied learning styles 
o f students and revealed the effect o f teaching style, in addition to instructor’s learning 
style, on student performance.
Based on the aforementioned information and the intent o f researchers to provide a 
research study with comprehensive testing o f LSI application for effective teaching, the 
following two hypotheses were added to the previous research hypotheses:
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H 1 : There is a significant positive relationship between student predominant
learning styles and their instructors’ predominant learning styles represented 
by student course achievement.
H 2: There are significant differences between students’ learning styles and
students’ demographic profiles (gender, age, class standing, and work 
experience) as well as students’ GPA.
LSI and Hospitality Research
Despite the numerous examples of LSI application in education research, there are 
limited numbers of similar studies conducted in hospitality education research. In a study 
focusing on improving the quality o f hospitality education, Bagden and Boger (2000) 
emphasize the need for future research on instructional improvement through employing 
Kolb's theoretical framework. Pickworth, Shaw, and Barth (1997) conclude that Kolb’s 
theoretical framework can be a useful tool for creating and maintaining a supportive 
learning culture for introductory courses in hospitality education. Another study 
eonducted by Hsu (1999) also acknowledges the usefulness o f Kolb’s learning model and 
highlights the need for further hospitality education research on preferred learning styles 
and the utility of Kolb’s learning model as a tool for related research. Interestingly, 
unlike many of the studies in other disciplines, the available research in hospitality 
education fails to show major statistically significant differences among students’ 
learning styles based on Kolb’s learning model (Bagden, 1999; Bagden & Boger, 2000; 
Hsu, 1999). It is clear that future research of this concept will considerably contribute to 
hospitality education research.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a detailed outline o f research methods 
utilized for conducting this study and explain the rationale and decision process involved 
in carrying out this causal research. The research design, study sample, measurements, 
use of instrumentation and research procedures, data analysis and relevant assumptions, 
and delimitations for the study are reviewed.
Research Design
The primary purpose of the study was to examine the effect of teaching method and 
learning style on student course achievement for hospitality students. A self­
administered survey research technique was utilized for gathering the required 
information. Zikmund (2000) suggests that surveys provide a quick, efficient, and 
accurate means for gathering information about a population o f interest. Also, past 
hospitality research-education studies that focused on learning styles have used surveys 
as the main technique to acquire research data (Bagden, 1999; Bagden & Boger, 2000; 
Berger, 1983; Hsu, 1999; Trowbridge, 1997). Hence, it was decided that a survey be 
developed and used for data collection purposes. Due to the nature o f the research
28
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objectives and purpose o f the study, as well as the support provided by the review of 
related literature, Kolb’s LSI was considered for inclusion as part o f the data collection 
phase and the survey instrument. It should also be noted that Kolb’s LSI is designed as a 
self-administered survey.
This research study incorporated two phases. The first phase included conducting a 
pilot study within a hospitality education setting. The main purpose of the pilot study 
was to test and confirm the applicability o f Kolb’s LSI version 3.0 for hospitality 
education research in addition to examining the use of other research objective related 
questions such as demographics within the survey. The second phase o f the study was 
comprised o f the full-scale research process where the study sample was selected, 
research questionnaire was finalized, and data were collected and analyzed. Multiple 
variables were collected during the data collection process and consequently multivariate 
statistical techniques were employed for the data analysis to investigate the potential 
effects and relationships among variables o f study.
Sample
The focus of the study was learners in hospitality higher education. Three hundred 
and forty five students (n = 345), who were undergraduate college students enrolled in 
the College o f Hotel Administration at University o f Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV), 
volunteered to participate in this study. Eventually, the sample size had to be reduced. 
Nineteen eases were deleted due to invalid responses. Another case was determined to be 
an outlier based on an extreme and highly unlikely value. The number o f years o f work 
experience expressed for this case was 38 while the maximum age among all respondents
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was determined to be 40. Thus, this particular case was excluded from the analysis.
Also, using the Mahalonobis Distance criteria for multivariate outliers seven more cases 
were deleted. Based on the plot for Mahalonobis Distance, these seven cases were 
located distinctively far from the rest o f the cases included in the analysis. The final 
sample size was 318 after the exclusion o f outliers and invalid responses. The study also 
included instructors (n = 8) of the courses selected for the study. Instructors were 
included in the statistical analysis to control for the differences in grading systems among 
the eight instructors. In addition, the learning styles of eight instructors were calculated 
and used for testing hypothesis number two. The sample selection was conducted using 
convenient sampling due to considerations for schedule of available courses to the 
researcher during the study period (May 2003- June 2003). The courses included in the 
study were selected based on access and availability granted to the researcher.
Access to ten undergraduate hospitality courses was granted (Table 5). The courses 
ineluded required and elective courses available in the College o f Hotel Administration at 
UNLV. A group of college administrators, eollege professors, and doctoral students 
determined that the selected courses are commonly available and offered at most 
hospitality programs in the U.S. The selected courses were: Introduction to Lodging and 
Hospitality Management, Computer Applications for Hospitality Managers, 
Organizational Behavior and Management in Service Industries, Human Resourees 
Management for Hospitality, Advanced Applied Food and Beverage Management, and 
Introduction to Tourism and Convention Marketing. Some o f these courses were 
available in more than one section, and some sections were taught by the same instructor. 
For example, the course entitled ‘introduction to lodging and hospitality management’
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was offered in three different sections where two of the sections were taught by the same 
instructor. Nevertheless, no instructors included in the study were in charge o f teaehing 
two separate subject-matter courses. All instructors were faculty of the hotel school and 
had a year or more college level teaching experience.
Pilot Study
In order to evaluate, validate, and enhance the assessment instrument, the 
questionnaire, used in this research study, a pilot study consisting o f 33 students enrolled 
in a senior-level “Food and Beverage Cost Control” course at UNLV was conducted in 
November, 2002. This particular group o f students was selected due to a number o f 
considerations for research objectives as well as limitation issues for research timing and 
feasibility. The sample selection was convenient sampling and it was determined that the 
course chosen is typically offered in most hospitality programs. Since the study included 
research participants, per the university requirements, a human subject approval protocol 
form was filed with the University’s Office o f the Protection o f Research Subjects prior 
to the sampling. An informed consent was also submitted in early November 2002, and 
approved (OPRS#600S0503-162).
The questionnaire utilized in the pilot study included a set o f twelve questions that 
was adapted from Kolb's Learning Style Inventory, version 3.0, which is a standardized 
assessment instrument (Kolb, 1999). As previously stated, the purpose o f this 
standardized assessment instrument is to help participants understand how they learn best 
by categorizing them into one o f the four preferred learning style types: diverging, 
assimilating, converging, or accommodating (Figure 2 and Table 2). The respondents
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were asked to complete twelve sentences that describe optimal situations for learning. 
Each sentence had four alternative endings and the respondents were told to rank the 
endings (4 - being the sentence that describes how the respondent learns best, 1 - being 
how the respondent learns least) for each sentence. Each alternative ending listed 
corresponded to one of the four predefined phases of the 'Learning Cycle' described by 
Kolb (1984). These phases are Concrete Experience, Active Experimentation, Abstract 
Conceptualization, and Reflective Observation (Figure 1). Respondents were asked to 
rank the endings for each sentence unit and were reminded not to make ties. This forced- 
choice selection method ensured that the respondents indicated how they start at different 
segments within the four-stage learning cycle (Figure 1). In other words, the four 
alternative endings for each sentence unit provided in Kolb’s LSI version 3.0 enabled 
respondents to indicate how they prefer to ‘move’ around the learning cycle and how they 
prefer to approach new learning opportunities.
The scores assigned by the respondent to each ending were matched to one o f the four 
learning phases and tabulated together to obtain an overall score within each phase 
category. The matching of scores to each learning phase is made possible through the 
way Kolb’s LSI version 3.0 is structured. There are four columns o f sentence unit 
endings listed in the inventory. Each column represented one o f the four phases o f the 
learning cycle. The columns respectively represent CE, RO, AC, and AE. The scores for 
each phase were calculated by adding the rank values recorded by the respondent. The 
total sum for each column was recorded. The follow-up computation was derived from 
Kolb’s ELS (1984). It is based on the theory that learners understand experience through 
concrete experience (CE) or abstract conceptualization (AC), and that learners engage
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with experience through reflective observation (RO) or active experimentation (AE). So. 
the learning phases within each continuum were subtracted from each other using the 
following formulas provided in LSI: AC - CE, and AE - RO. This was followed by 
calculating the preferred learning style type for each respondent by plotting the obtained 
scores on the grid provided by Kolb's Learning Inventory assessment tool (Figure 3).
The combined score for ‘AC - CE’ was used as the y-axis value for the provided grid, 
while the score for ‘AE - RO’ was used for the x-axis. The coordinates within which the 
combined scores for AC - CE and AE - RO fell indicated one o f the four learning style 
quadrants that the respondent mostly relied on. Accordingly, the respondents were 
categorized into one of the four learning style types: Diverging, Assimilating,
Converging, and Accommodating (Figure 3).
-27
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Figure 3. The Learning Style Type Grid (Kolb, 1984)
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The questionnaire utilized in the pilot study also included questions on demographic 
information such as respondents’ age, class status (i.e. freshmen), and work experience 
years. In addition the respondents were also asked about their current GPA. The 
inclusion of these questions was based on a review o f data collection procedures of 
similar studies in the research literature. In addition to demographic variables, the final 
grades for the participants of the pilot study were obtained. The goal was to test if there 
was a significant relationship between participants’ preferred learning style and final 
course grade. Significant differences among learning style groups could provide 
additional evidence for the applicability o f Kolb’s LSI in hospitality education research.
A One-Way ANOVA was applied to compare the average final scores (% score for 
grade obtained in the course) for all four learning styles. The results o f ANOVA (Table 
4) indicate that there was significant difference among four learning styles, F (3.29) = 
2.935, p-value = 0.05. This was a unique finding in terms of the results o f other similar 
hospitality education research (Bagden, 1999; Bagden & Boger, 2000). A subsequent 
post hoc test using Bonferroni procedure was employed to determine the particular 
learning styles that differed from one another. Students who were categorized as having 
Assimilating preferred learning style (mean score = 95%) had significantly higher overall 
course final scores than those students who were categorized as having Accommodating 
preferred-learning styles (mean score = 86%), at alpha level o f 0.10. The alpha level of 
0.10 was employed due to the small sample size. There was no significant difference 
among the other learning style groups in terms o f average final score earned in the 
course. Also, an analysis of learning styles and participant demographics did not 
demonstrate any significant relationships.
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Table 4 Results of ANOVA and Final Scores (%) for the Four Learning Style Groups
Preferred Learning Style Type Mean Std. Deviation N
Diverging %52 11
Assimilating 95" 4.47 9
Converging 94"-'’ 5.77 5
Accommodating 86'’ 8.87 8
F-value (3, 29) = 2.935
Univariate Significance Level = 0.050
Note: Means with a different superscripted letter (a,b) are significantly different at 0.10.
The results indicate that Kolb's learning style inventory can be utilized as a means for 
assessing students' preferred learning styles and the related impact they have on learning 
performance. The course selected for the study was quantitatively oriented and required 
analyzing and calculating quantitative data as part o f instructional lessons. Respondents 
who were determined to have an Assimilating preferred style performed satisfactorily. 
Those who belong to this group are described to combine learning phases o f Reflective 
Observation and Abstract Conceptualization (Table 2) and are expected to prefer 
instructional activities such as analyzing quantitative data. The results supported this fact 
and helped, to some extent, validate the Learning Style Inventory as a useful assessment 
tool for hospitality education research. Additionally, some o f the wording used for the
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demographic questions in the pilot study was revised based on comments and feedback 
received from the pilot study participants.
The pilot study data analysis and results further indicate that respondents who were 
categorized as Accommodating did not perform as well as the Assimilating group of 
respondents or the other two groups. It should be noted that, unlike the Assimilating 
group, those who are categorized in this group combine neither Reflective Observation 
nor Abstraet Conceptualization phases o f learning cycles. However, both Diverging and 
Converging learning style types merge one common learning cycle phase element (either 
Reflective Observation or Abstract Conceptualization) as the Assimilating learning types 
do. Respondents who belong to Diverging or Converging categories perform almost as 
well as the Assimilating group. These results cannot be generalized due to limited 
sample size, yet it is possible to infer promising implications and expand the pilot study 
to a full scale research project.
Instrumentation
Based on the promising findings and implications of the pilot study, Kolb’s LSI 
version 3.0 was adopted as part o f the instrument to be utilized for the proposed research 
study. A three-page, self-administered survey instrument was utilized to gather the 
required data (Appendices A and B). The first part o f the questionnaire used a summated 
ratings method. It consisted o f a list o f teaehing methods potentially used in a college 
classroom (Heinich, Molenda, Russell & Smaldino, 1996; Feldman & Paulsen, 1998; 
Mergel, 1998; Smith, & Ragan, 1999; Casado, 2000; O’Bannon, 2002). The respondents 
were asked to indicate the frequency of use o f the listed instructional methods in the
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classroom using a five-point Likert-Scale with 5 being the most frequently used teaching 
method by the instructor, and 1 being no use o f the listed teaching method at all. There 
were eleven teaching methods listed in the first part of the questionnaire with descriptions 
of each method listed afterwards. However, it was possible that some participants could 
interpret the meaning o f or define a teaching method differently from each other. Thus, it 
would be possible for students in the same class to respond differently to the questions on 
frequency of use on each teaching method. In order to ensure the reliability o f the first 
part o f the questionnaire, this part of the instrument was tested using comparative 
frequency analysis. The responses o f ‘very often’, ‘often’, and ‘sometimes’ were 
grouped together and transformed into a single variable named ‘used’. Likewise, the 
response options o f ‘rarely’ and ‘never’ were grouped into another variable named ‘not 
used’. The responses for each teaching method for each individual class were compared. 
0.70 was adopted as the ‘cut o ff  point for deciding if there was a general understanding 
and similar perception for a specific teaching method. Carmins and Zeller (1979) stated 
that 0.70 is an acceptable limit for determining reliability of measures in social studies.
A comparison of teaching methods across the courses included in the study revealed that 
there was general agreement among students, within a course, whether a teaching method 
was often used or not. Thus, these results helped justify the reliability for the first part of 
the survey in addition to the supporting aforementioned literature.
The second part of the questionnaire consisted of a two-part Likert-Scale measure and 
demographic questions on gender, age, class standing (freshmen, sophomore, junior, 
senior), status as being a domestic or international student, and amount o f work 
experience in years and months. In addition, a question on student GPA was included for
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use as a dependent variable in the analysis. The five-point Likert-Seale measure included 
in the second part was aimed at assessing the students’ satisfaction with instructional 
methods employed in that particular classroom. Using a five-point bipolar scale 
respondents were asked to agree or disagree with the two given statements regarding 
instructional strategies utilized in the classroom.
The students were identified by the last four digits of their social security number and 
were asked to indicate this information within the questionnaire. The last part o f the 
questionnaire include Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory version 3.0, which included 12 
self-reported questions to compute how much a learner depends on each o f the four 
phases of the learning cycle and provides a score for each o f the four phases. Version 3 
o f LSI was selected due to its’ improved validity and reliability as discussed in the 
literature review section. The implementation o f LSI version 3.0 to determine 
respondents preferred learning styles was described in the pilot study section for this 
chapter.
Measurements and Operationalization 
Given the research hypotheses for this study, the following dependent and 
independent variables were identified for each hypothesis:
Hvpothesis 1 : There is a significant positive relationship between students’ dominant 
learning style and student course achievement score.
Dependent variable: student course achievement measured by percentage o f total points 
for final course grade.
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Independent variables; the four learning styles defined by Kolb’s LSI (Diverging. 
Assimilating. Converging, and Accommodating), gender, age, class standing (freshmen, 
sophomore, junior, senior), status as being a domestic or international student, amount of 
work experience in years and months.
Additional independent variable: A new variable, ‘strength of learning style’, was 
included when a second regression analysis was conducted to improve the model for this 
hypothesis. Strength of a particular learning style could be determined using the grid 
included in Kolb’s Learning Style inventory. The grid makes it possible to categorize a 
learner into one of the five strength groups, within a particular learning style quadrant. 
These groups are 20%, 40%, 60%, 80%, or 100%. The score learners obtain using 
Kolb’s LSI also explain how much the learner relies upon a particular learning style 
mode. For example, a learner who is classified as Converger at 80% relies more on this 
learning style mode than another learner who is a Converger at 20%.
Indicator coding: Students’ preferred learning style was recoded using indicator coding. 
Indicator coding was needed because the independent variable o f students’ learning style, 
which is a categorical (nominal) variable, had to be converted into dummy variables since 
it was used in a regression model. Thus, the four learning style types could be 
differentiated. The comparison group was Assimilator since this group was the majority 
for the participant students.
Control variable: Instructor ID (each course’s instructor was designated an identification 
number during data entry and coding). The potential for variability in grading among 
instructors was controlled.
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Hypothesis 2 : There is a significant positive relationship between student predominant 
learning styles and their instructors’ predominant learning styles represented by student 
course achievement.
Dependent variable: student course achievement
Independent variable: matched learning styles -  two levels: a) respondents’ preferred 
learning style matches with instructor’s preferred learning style, or b) respondents’ 
preferred learning style does not match with instructor’s preferred learning style. This 
particular independent variable was created by comparing instructors’ learning styles 
with students’ learning styles. A match between the two was coded as 1 (yes) or 2 (no).
In addition, demographic variables such as gender, age, class standing (freshmen, 
sophomore, junior, senior), status as being a domestic or international student, amount of 
work experience in years and months were included as independent variables.
Control variable: Instructor ID (each course’s instructor was designated an identification 
number during data entry and coding). The potential for variability in grading among 
instructors was controlled.
Hvpothesis 3: There are significant differences between students’ learning styles and 
students’ demographic profiles (gender, age, class standing, student status, and work 
experience), and GPA.
Dependent variable: students’ preferred learning style 
Independent variables: demographic variables and GPA
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Hvpothesis 4 : There is a significant relationship between instructional strategies 
incorporated during the learning process and student course achievement.
Dependent variable: student course achievement
Independent variables: eleven instructional strategies (as listed in the questionnaire -  
Appendix A), and five demographic variables (gender, age, class standing, student status, 
and work experience).
Control variable: Instructor ID (each course’s instructor was designated an identification 
number during data entry and coding). The potential for variability in grading among 
instructors was controlled.
Hvpothesis 5: Students are more satisfied with the instructional methods when 
instructional strategies employed matched their perceived preferred learning styles. 
Dependent variable: perceived satisfaction o f student with instructional methods 
Independent variables: perceived match between students’ preferred learning style and 
instructional strategies employed in the classroom.
Hvpothesis 6 : There is a positive relationship between student course achievement and 
students’ overall satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in the classroom. 
Dependent variable: student course achievement
Independent variable: students’ overall satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in 
the classroom.
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Procedure
The survey was developed in Spring 2003 utilizing the theoretical background 
information gathered through related literature review. A subject-matter expert on survey 
design and academic expert on learning theories reviewed and approved the survey. The 
questionnaires were handed out at the end of the Spring semester o f 2003 and at the end 
of the first module o f Summer session 2003. After the consent o f instructor was 
acquired, the surveys were administered in class a week prior to the finals week of the 
semester study was carried out. Participation in the survey was voluntary. There was no 
time limit given to complete the questionnaires, however, the students were expected to 
hand in the surveys at the end o f the particular session where the surveys were conducted.
The LSI was utilized to determine the preferred learning style of each student and 
each instructor. Then, the students were grouped into one of the four learning style 
domains, as described by Kolb (1984), based on their identified style o f preferred 
learning. The preferred learning style identification process for each respondent was 
carried out using the same processes described in the pilot study segment o f this chapter. 
The final course achievement scores (in percentages) o f students were obtained at the end 
of the semester when final grades were made available. The results were kept 
confidential and anonymity of respondents was protected during data entry. Instructors 
for each course provided a list o f grades where students were only identifiable by the last 
four digits of their social security number. The course achievement score for each 
learning style group was calculated by taking the average score o f the total sum for each 
group and was made available for comparison and analysis.
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The following briefly describes some of the data collected through the procedure 
described. It includes title of course selected for study, number o f participants within 
each course, instructor ID, and instructor’s learning style.
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Course Title and Section # of students Instructor # Instructor LS
Organizational Behavior -  3 39 1 Converger
Quantity Food Management 17 2 Converger
Computer Applications 29 3 Assimilator
Human Resource Management 29 4 Accommodator
Lodging Operations -1 19 5 Assimilator
Lodging Operations - 4 43 8 Assimilator
Lodging Operations - 5 47 8 Assimilator
Organizational Behavior -1 33 7 Accommodator
Organizational Behavior - I s 51 6 Accommodator
Hospitality Marketing 11 2 Converger
Data Analysis
Data collected were coded and entered into a data file using a statistical software 
package. Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows 11.0, for 
corresponding data analysis. The entire data from the survey were analyzed using SPSS 
for Windows 11.0. Statistical techniques including Descriptive analysis, One-way 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), Chi-Square, and Simple and Multiple Regression (MR) 
analyses were employed. Descriptive analysis was employed to check the accuracy of 
input and determine whether the entered data were within range or not and to examine the 
assumptions required prior to multivariate analyses. The detailed procedures for
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assumptions are discussed in the following section. One-way analysis of variance was 
conducted to examine the relationship between students’ learning style and continuous 
demographic variables such as age and work experience, and also GPA. Chi-square 
analysis was employed to examine the relationship between students’ learning style and 
categorical variables such as gender, class standing, and student status. Pearson’s Chi- 
square was used to determine significance o f Chi-square analyses. Simple regression 
analyses were conducted to ereate a prediction model for students’ overall satisfaction 
with the instructional methods employed in the classroom, and for student course 
achievement when there was one predictor. Multiple regression analyses were conducted 
for student achievement score predicted by multiple independent variables.
Assumptions Considered for Data Analysis 
Assumptions considered for the data analysis included:
1. The populations are distributed normally.
2. Dependent and independent variables are linearly related.
3. There are no outliers.
4. The population variances are all equal for ANOVA.
The check for normality was conducted using Histograms and Box plots of variables 
included in the study. Considerations were given to observed values for skewness and 
Kurtosis. With the exception for age and work experience variables, all other variables 
were normally distributed. The age and work experience were not distributed normally. 
To achieve normality for these two variables transformation methods such as logarithm
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and square root were implemented. However, the violation of normality turned out to be 
worse. Thus, it was decided to keep the original values for age and work experience for 
the analysis. Normality assumption can be checked through normal probability plots for 
each of the groups. However, it should be noted that in practice, statistical techniques 
such as ANOVA are not heavily dependent on the normality assumption. As long as the 
data are not extremely non-normal and the sample sizes in the groups are not too small, 
the normality assumptions can be assumed (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2000).
The sample size for this study was 318 and that is sufficient to assume normality of 
populations.
The equality o f variance assumption can be tested by examining the spread of the 
observations in the boxplot or by eomputing the Levene test. However, if  the number of 
cases in each o f the groups is similar, the equality o f variance assumption can be assumed 
(Hair, et al., 2000). For this study, there were a total of 318 participants in the survey and 
the number of cases in each group was similar due to the large sample size (N=318). 
Therefore, the equality of variance is assumed.
The assumption of linearity was examined through correlation matrix among the 
variables used in this study (Table 6). The correlation matrix revealed that there were 
linear relationships among some o f the variables used in the study. These relationships 
can be examined using the matrix key provided below:
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Table 6 Correlations Between Variables Used in the Study
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 
1 1  
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
InstructorlD  
Instructors’ learning style 
Lecture only 
Demonstration 
Lecture and Discussion 
Direct Instruction 
Discussion Only 
Discovery Learning 
Cooperative Learning 
Learning Center 
Role-play 
Simulations
Problem-based Learning and Inquiry
Overall Satisfaction with instructional methods employed in class
Perception of matching between instruetional strategies provided in class and
students’ learning style
Age
Gender
Work experience
Standing
GPA
Student Status 
Achievement score 
Student Learning style
Matched between instruetor's learning style and students' learning style 
Strength o f Reliance on learning style
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Table 6 Correlations Between Variables Used in the Study (continued)
1 2 .7 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1.7 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
1
.0.77
.2.77 .175
4 -027 .2.77 027
5 .196 -.070 .155 .062
6 .0.71 .07,7 ..727 .260 .114
7 .094 -.051 .207 .085 .422 .259
8 -015 -.05.7 -1 4 5 .708 .247 .260 .406
<) -.021 -.121 -.102 .18.7 .246 .1.71 .448 .621
10 -.018 -.055 -.028 .254 .17.7 .254 .722 .504 .461
11 .712 126 .075 .252 .716 .1.70 392 .740 370 .402
12 .129 .120 .0.7.7 .329 .198 .266 .341 .425 .355 .454 .62.7
1.7 ,0.72 -.098 .00.7 .066 .187 .219 .708 .380 .395 .346 .4.75 .490
14 .202 .120 .0.72 .197 .70.7 .179 .294 361 .211 .2.72 341 .268 .170
15 .218 .154 -.017 .22.7 .241 195 252 .367 .292 280 .357 .294 .194 .7.70
16 -.256 -.270 -.141 -.060 -.054 .017 .012 .052 .156 .118 -.059 -.061 .048 -.070 -.097
17 -.019 -.006 .078 .015 -.048 .109 .121 .043 144 .114 .115 .177 .176 .0.78 .047 .175
18 .008 044 - 1 19 -.029 -.100 -.010 -1.76 016 .020 -.056 -.001 -.142 -.015 -.066 -.025 319 -.074
19 -..77 1 -.556 -.224 -.146 .052 -.109 073 .067 .205 051 -.07.7 -.055 000 -.192 -.205 532 .041 .165
20 -.070 -.119 -.174 -.074 -.080 -.059 -.044 -0 1 8 -.0.77 -.088 -.188 -.145 -.0.75 .008 -O il 159 -0 6 8 .062 .125
21 .186 .290 .141 .074 .002 -.042 -.09.7 -.115 -.11.7 -.105 .036 -.078 -.096 .083 .101 -2 2 5 -.021 .272 -.295 -0 9 5
22 -.1.59 -.277 -.164 -.0.74 .042 -.065 O il .148 .063 .047 -.119 -.080 -.010 .124 .081 208 .047 -.018 .274 .446 -.021
2.7 -.004 .075 -.027 .044 .08.7 -.060 .040 .0.79 .035 .073 .082 -.029 .021 .084 .1.75 .053 .097 -.0.7.7 -0 4 8 .083 .087
24 .147 .1.7.7 .125 .04.7 .114 .126 .048 -.022 -.016 -.028 .083 .085 .054 .015 .164 -114 -.076 .070 -.151 -.107 .091
25 -.114 .001 -.071 -.065 -.076 -.007 -.074 .018 -.115 -.040 -.129 -.117 -.026 -.067 -.138 .061 .081 .008 .072 .0.75 -.160
Significant if  correlation coefficient > .112 at .05 level.
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Delimitations
The study utilized convenience sampling and focused only on one hotel college in the 
U.S. Therefore, the results o f the study should not be generalized despite the fact that a 
large sample size was used. It should be noted that, however delimiting the sample 
selection was, one o f the main objectives of the study is to examine and explore 
theoretical relationships and attempt to validate an assessment instrument’s utility for 
hospitality education research. No matter how desirable generalized results are, any 
empirical evidence to support the hypotheses provided should suffice given limited 
hospitality education research in this area.
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RESULTS
This chapter reports the results o f this study regarding research questions and 
hypotheses. The results o f each statistical analysis such as the ANOVA, and the multiple 
regression analysis will describe the relationships stated in the research hypotheses.
Description of Respondents 
Table 7 provides a description o f the respondents included in the study. The 
proportion of male students to female students was slightly greater in this study. There 
were 185 male students (58.4%) and 132 female students (41.6%) participating in the 
study. This statistic closely resembles the overall profile for the entire hotel school where 
the study was conducted. A majority of the respondents were students in senior standing 
(n = 140, 44% of the total respondents), followed by juniors (n = 73, 23%), sophomores 
(n = 57, 18%), and freshmen (n = 48, 15%). This could be due to the fact that o f the ten 
courses included in the study, four were considered as upper-level, senior courses. At 
28.3%, the international student body (n = 90) represented a significant portion o f the 
student population. The average age of respondents was 22 with range of 18 to 40 years, 
and on average each respondent had about two and a half years o f work experience in the
50
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
51
industry. The range o f work experience was between 0 to 18 years. Given the average 
age and average exposure to work experience, one could assume the respondents to be a 
group of experienced learners in terms of schooling in higher education and exposure to a 
variety of instructional methods.
Table 7 Demographics of the Studv Sample
Variable N Percentage/Mean St. Dev.
Gender 318
Male 185 5&4%
Female 132 41.6%
College Standing 318
Freshman 48 15.1%
Sophomore 57 17.9%
Junior 73 23.0%
Senior 140 44.0%
Student Status 318
International 90 283%
American 228 71.7%
Age 314 22.7 3.63
Work Experience (years) 253 2.59 2.81
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
52
Table 8 Descriptions o f  the Learning Style and Instructional Strategies
Variable N Percentage/Mean St. Dev.
Learning Style for Instructors 
Accommodator
8
4 50.0%
Diverger 0 0%
Converger 2 25.0%
Assimilator 2 25.0%
Learning Style for Students 
Accommodator
318
74 23JWo
Diverger 76 23.9%
Converger 58 18.2%
Assimilator 110 34.6%
Lecture 313 3.67 1.15
Demonstration 312 3.41 1.07
Lecture Discussions 313 4.05 .97
Direct Instruction 308 3.51 1.10
Discussion 310 2.96 1.11
Discovery Learning 310 3.24 1.19
Cooperative Learning 313 3.60 1.11
Learning Centers 308 2.54 1.29
Role-Play 311 2.91 1.28
Simulations 309 3.00 1.23
Problem-Based Learning & Inquiry 311 3.44 1.14
Instructional Strategies employed 
matched students’ preferred learning 306 3.97 .97
style
Overall Satisfaction with Instructional 
Strategies Employed 307 4.28 .82
As shown in Table 8, a more revealing finding of the analysis is about the learning 
styles o f instructors in the study. Out o f the eight, there were no Divergers. Learners 
with their dominant learning styles defined as Divergers are said to perform better in
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situations that call for generation o f ideas, such as “brainstorming” sessions. This may be 
o f concern for someone in the position o f an instructor since brainstorming can be a 
commonly used teaching technique. 50% (n = 4) o f the total instructors participated were 
classified as Accommodator, followed by Converger (n = 2, 25%) and Assimilator (n = 2. 
25%). In terms of students’ preferred learning styles, no style dominated over the other 
three. Overall, there were more assimilators (n = 110, 35%), followed by Diverger (n = 
76. 24%), Accommodator (n = 74, 23.3%), and Converger (n = 58, 18.2%). The group of 
learners classified as Assimilator is expected to prefer lectures, readings, and analysis of 
quantitative data. An overview of the frequency o f use o f the instructional methods in the 
classroom reveals no clearly overwhelming instructional practice. Lecture discussions 
method is perceived by the students to be most frequently used teaching method in the 
classroom (mean = 4.05). Lecture (mean -  3.67), cooperative learning (mean = 3.60), 
and direct learning (mean = 3.51) were also perceived to be used frequently. When asked 
whether instructional strategies employed in the classroom matched with the student’s 
preferred learning style, the students mostly agreed (mean = 3.97). This could be an 
important finding provided that students were also achieving desirable results with their 
grades. Overall, the students indicated being satisfied with instructional strategies 
employed in the classroom (mean = 4.28).
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Testing o f Research Hypotheses 
Hvpothesis 1 There is a significant positive relationship between students ' dominant 
learning style and student course achievement score.
Table 9 Multiple Regression for Students’ Achievement Score and Learning Style
Unstandardized
Coefficients Std. Error
Standardized
Coefficients t Sig.
(Constant) 71.676 5.085 14.096 .000
Instructor ID -047 229 -.013 -.205 ^38
Age .278 .186 .116 1.491 .137
Gender -.158 1.136 -.009 -.139 .889
Work Experience -.413 .221 -.133 -1.872 .062
Standing 1.814 .616 .220 2.946 .004
Student Status 2.571 1.300 .135 1.977 .049
Accommodator -1.588 .974 -.138 -1.632 .104
Diverger 213 .981 .018 .218 ^28
Converger .859 1.049 .070 .819 .414
R = .308. R  ̂= .095. Adjusted R^ = .,060, F (9,236) = 2.743, P-value = .005
The results of the first multiple regression analysis are shown in Table 9. The results 
indicated that the differences on grading system among instructors did not affect the 
students’ achievement score. The full model to measure the effects o f independent 
variables on students’ achievement scores was significant, F (9, 236) = 2.743, p = .005.
It should be noted that the total variance o f students’ achievement scores explained by the 
independent variables was only 9.5%. In another words, there are other variables, which 
were not included in this analysis, explaining variance in achievement score. Instructor
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ID used as a control variable was not significantly related to the students’ achievement 
score. The variables of “class standing” and “perception of match between students’ 
preferred learning styles and instruction provided in the classroom” significantly affected 
increases on students’ achievement score, and one variable, student status (being an 
international versus domestic student) had a moderate, positive relationship with the 
student’s achievement score. Senior students had higher achievement scores than 
juniors’ achievement score (B = 1.81, t = 2.95, p = .004). Domestic students had higher 
achievement scores than international students (B = 2.57, t = 1.98, p = .05).
The second multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether strength 
of learning style influenced students’ achievement. Table 10 shows the results o f the 
second multiple regression analysis. Including the variable o f ‘strength of learning style’ 
in the analysis had slightly improved the full model. The results indicated that the 
independent variables significantly predict the students’ achievement scores, = .097, F 
(10,233) = 2.511, p = .007. However, “strength” of a certain learning style did not 
significantly predict the achievement score. Work experience and student status had 
moderately significant relationship with students’ achievement. Work experience had a 
negative relationship to student course achievement, B = .436, t = -1.96, p = .051 and 
student status was positively related to the achievement, B = 2.73, t = 2.06, p = .041.
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Table 10 Multiple Regression for Students’ Achievement Score and Learning Style 
Including Strength o f Learning Style
Unstandardized
Coefficients Std. Error
Standardized
Coefficients t Sig.
(Constant) 70.560 5.242 13.461 .000
Instructor ID -.003 235 -.001 -.015 .988
Age 295 .188 .123 1.570 .118
Gender -.390 1.160 -.022 -.337 .737
Work Experience -.436 223 -.140 -1.959 .051
Standing 1.786 .620 216 2.879 .004
Student Status 2.727 1.324 .142 2.060 .041
Accommodator -1.674 .985 -.145 -1.699 .091
Diverger -076 1.019 -.006 -.075 .941
Converger 1.143 1.088 .094 1.051 .294
Strength o f LS .088 .096 .062 .921 .358
R = .312, R  ̂= .097. Adjusted R^ = .059, F (10, 233) = 2.511, P-value = .007
Hypothesis 2 There is a significant positive relationship between student predominant 
learning styles and their instructors’ predominant learning styles represented by student 
course achievement.
The multiple regression analysis was conducted to measure the variance in the student 
achievement scores by age, gender, work experience, college-year standing, student 
status, and the match between instruetor's learning style and students' learning style. The 
results o f the analysis are shown in Table 11. The results indicated that the independent 
variables explained the variance in the achievement at 0.005 level, F (7,238) = 3.127, p = 
.004. R^, which shows practical significance, was very low, R^ = .084. This means that
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there are other variables, which explain the variance in the students’ achievement scores. 
The variable, match between instructor's and students' learning style, did not significantly 
predict the student achievement scores, t- value = -.233. p = .816. Just like the results for 
hypothesis 1, seniors showed greater achievement scores than juniors, and domestic 
students had higher scores than international students, B = 1.81, t = 2.949, p = .004 and B 
= 2.68. t = 2.067, p = .040, respectively. Students with less work experience showed 
higher achievement score, B = -.42, t = -1.93, p = .055.
Table 11 Multiple Regression for the Relationship between Student Learning Stvle and 
Instructor Learning Stvle
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Std.
Error
Standardized
Coefficients t Sig.
(Constant) 
Instructor ID
70.923
-0694
5.087
229 -.020
13.942
-.304
.000
.762
Age 292 .185 .122 1.578 .116
Gender .129 1.124 .007 .115 .909
Work Experience -.424 .220 -.137 -1.929 .055
Standing 1.813 .615 .220 2.949 .004
Student Status 2.684 1.298 .141 2.067 .040
Matched between instructor's 
and students' learning style -292 1.250 -.015 -233 .816
R = .290, R  ̂= .084, Adjusted R^ = .057, F (7, 238) = 3.127, P-value = .004
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Hvpothesis 3 There are significant differences between students ’ learning styles and 
students ' demographic profiles (gender, age, class standing, student status, and work 
experience) as well as students ’ GPA.
The relationship between students’ learning styles and students’ demographic profiles 
was examined by three ANOVAs and Chi-square analysis. The ANOVAs were 
conducted for the continuous variables such as age, work experience, and GPA. The Chi- 
square analyses «were carried out for the category variables such as college-year standing, 
student status, and gender. ANOVA was preferred over MANOVA for the continuous 
variables because of the moderate correlations between the continuous variables.
Table 12 shows the results of the ANOVAs. The results o f the analyses of variance 
indicated that there was no significant relationship between student learning styles and 
age, work experience, and GPA.
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Table 12 ANOVAs for the Relationship between Student Learning Stvle and Age. Work 
Experience, and GPA
Sum of Squares df Mean
Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6.628 3 2.209 .167 .919
Age Within Groups 
Total
4110.417
4117.045
310
313
13.259
Work
Experience
Between Groups 26.207 3 8.736 1.110 .345
Within Groups 
Total
1959.046
1985.254
249
252
7.868
Between Groups .591 3 .197 439 .422
GPA Within Groups 
Total
59.168
59.759
282
285
.210
The results of chi-square analyses are shown in Table 13, 14, and 15. The results 
indicated that there were no significant relationship between student learning style and 
college standing and student status. On the other hand, there was significant relationship 
between student learning styles and gender, chi-square (3) = 8.247, p = .041. As shown 
in Table 15, assimilator was the dominant learning style for male students while 
accommodator and assimilator were the dominant learning style for female students.
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Table 13 Chi-square Analysis for the Relationship between College Standing and Student 
Learning Style
Student Learning Style
Total
Accommodator Diverger Converger Assimilator
Freshman Count 8 13 8 19 48
% within standing 16.7% 27T% 16.7% 39.6%
Sophomore Count 15 9 8 25 57
% within standing 26.3% 15.8% 14.0% 43.9%
Junior Count 18 16 17 22 73
% within standing 24.7% 21.9% 2 3J% 30.194
Senior Count 33 38 25 44 140
% within standing 23.6% 27T% 17.9% 31.4%
Jotal Count 74 76 58 110 318
% within standing 23.3% 234% 18.2% 34.6% 100.0%
Chi-square (9) = 7.935, p-value = .541
Table 14 Chi-square Analysis for the Relationship between Student Status and Student 
Learning Stvle
Student Learning Style
Total
Accommodator Diverger Converger Assimilator
International Count 24 26 10 30 90
% within student 
status 26.7% 28.9% 11.1% 33J96
American Count 50 50 48 80 228
% within student 
status 21.9% 21.9% 21.1% 35J94
Total Count 74 76 58 110 318
% within student 23.3% 23.9% 18.2% 34,6% 100.0%
status
Chi-square (3) =5.484, p-value = .140
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Table 15 Chi-square Analysis for the Relationship between Gender and Student Learning 
Stvle
Student Learning Style
Total
Accommodator Diverger Converger Assimilator
Female Count 41 29 19 43 132
% within gender 31.1% 22.0% 14.4% 32.6%
Male Count 33 47 39 66 185
% within gender 17.8% 25.4% 21.1% 352%
Total Count 74 76 58 109 317
% within gender 23J%0 24.0% 18.3% 344% 100.0%
Chi-square (3) =8.247, p-value = .041
Hypothesis 4 There is a significant relationship between instructional strategies 
incorporated during the learning process and student course achievement.
The multiple regression was conducted to examine hypothesis 4. The results o f the 
analysis are shown in Table 16. The full model to measure the variance in student 
achievement scores by five demographic variables and 11 instructional strategies 
variables was significant at level o f 0.005, F (17, 207) = .2.485, p = .001. The control 
variable, differences among instructors’ grading system, was not significantly related to 
the achievement scores. The overall model explained 16.9 percent of variance in the 
student achievement scores.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
62
Table 16 Multiple Regression for Instructional Strategies Incorporated During 
the Learning Process and Student Course Achievement
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Std. Error StandardizedCoefficients t Sig.
(Constant) 72.330 6.136 11.787 .000
Instructor ID .082 .254 .024 226 .745
Age .264 .189 .112 1.399 263
Gender 1.853 1.206 .105 1.537 226
Work Experience -.562 233 -.179 -2.412 .017
Standing 1.708 .668 .209 2.556 .011
Student status 2.974 1.352 .156 2.200 .029
Lecture -1.073 J 9 9 -.138 -1.791 .075
Demonstration -.309 .581 -.039 -232 296
Lecture Discussions .574 .652 .065 .879 .380
Direct Instruction -.395 .590 -.050 -.670 .504
Discussion -015 .661 -.002 -.024 .981
Discovery Learning 1.980 .686 268 2L886 .004
Cooperative
Learning -.835 .702 -.107 -1.190 235
Learning Centers .343 .527 .052 .651 .516
Role-Play -.520 .639 -.077 -.814 .417
Simulations -.875 .636 -.125 -1.377 .170
Problem-Based 
Learning & Inquiry -088 .596 -.012 -.149 .882
R = .412, R^ = .169, Adjusted R^ = .101, F (17,207) = 2.485, P-value = .001
The most instructional strategies did not significantly affect on students’ achievement 
scores except “lectures” and “discovery learning.” Just like the previous results, work 
experience, college standing, and student status had significant relationship with student 
achievement scores. Discovery learning instructional method significantly predicted 
students’ achievement, B = 1.980, t = 2.886, p = .004. In other words, if  an instructor
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used “discovery learning instructional method” more frequently, students tended to 
perform better in class. The interesting finding was the negative effect o f “lectures” on 
achievement although the effect was moderate, B = -1.073, t = -1.791, p = .075. This 
result implies that if  an instructor uses lectures more often, students would under- 
perform.
Hvpothesis 5 Students are more satisfied with the course when instructional strategies 
employed matched their perceived preferred learning styles.
The results of a simple regression analysis indicated that there was a significant 
relationship between the overall satisfaction with instructional strategies and the degree 
of matching instructional strategies employed in class with students’ preferred learning 
styles as shown in Table 17. When students perceive instructional methods employed in 
class to match their learning styles, students are more satisfied with instructions.
Table 17 Simple Regression for the Overall Satisfaction when Instructional Strategies 
Emploved in Class Matched Students’ Preferred Learning Stvles
Unstandardized
Coefficients Std. Error
Standardized
Coefficients t Sig.
(Constant) 1.826 
Overall Satisfaction .619
.136
.033 .730 13.438 .000
18.629 .000
R = .730, R^ = .533, Adjusted R^ = .012, F (1, 304) = 347.05, P-value < .0001
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Hvpothesis 6 There is a positive relationship between student course achievement and 
students ' overall satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in the classroom.
The result o f the simple regression analysis (Table 18) indicated that the overall 
satisfaction with instructional methods led to higher student achievement, t = 2.182, p = 
.03. However, there was a very weak practical association between the overall 
satisfaction and the student achievement, = .051. In another words, the overall 
satisfaction with instructional methods only explained 5.1 percent of variance in students’ 
achievement scores. Thus, this prediction model has little practical value.
Table 18 Simple Regression for the Relationship Between Student Course Achievement 
and Student Overall Course Satisfaction
Unstandardized
Coefficients Std. Error
Standardized
Coefficients t Sig.
(Constant) 80.705 
Overall Satisfaction 1.245
2.491
.571 .124
32.396
2.182
.000
.030
R = .124, R  ̂= .051, Adjusted R^ = .012, F (1, 303) = 4.763, P-value = .030
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION
A review o f literature on education research, particularly the studies focusing on 
learning strategies and learning styles, highlighted the need for further research on 
examining learning strategies while emphasizing the potentially promising and useful 
aspects o f a research orientation on learning styles. It has also been established that 
empirical studies focusing on how the information about students’ learning styles could 
be utilized to optimize classroom learning has been limited in hospitality education 
research.
This study proposed an application of Kolb's learning model to assess and examine 
the relationship between hospitality students' learning preferences and instructional 
strategies in consideration to student course achievement. One of the objectives of this 
study was to determine the effect o f students’ learning styles on student course 
achievement. Several factors, such as instructional methods used and demographic 
variables, that have an impact on how effectively students learn have been discussed and 
examined.
Table 19 summarizes whether the analyses results supported or did not support the 
hypotheses being tested.
65
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Table 19 Summary of Hypothesis Testing 
____________________ Hypothesis Tested Results
Hypothesis 1 There is a significant positive relationship 
between students’ dominant learning style and student course 
achievement score.
Hypothesis 2 There is a significant positive relationship 
between student predominant learning styles and their 
instructors' predominant learning styles represented by student 
course achievement.
Hypothesis 3 There are significant differences between 
students’ learning styles and students’ demographic profiles 
(gender, age, class standing, student status, and work 
experience) as well as students’ GPA.
Hypothesis 4 There is a significant relationship between 
instructional strategies incorporated during the learning process 
and student course achievement
Hypothesis 5 Students are more satisfied with the course when 
instructional strategies employed are perceived to match their 
preferred learning styles.
Hypothesis 6 There is a positive relationship between student 
course achievement and students’ overall satisfaction with 
instructional methods utilized in the classroom.
Not supported 
Not supported
Partially supported
Supported but had low 
practical significance
Supported
Supported but had 
weak practical 
association
Hypothesis One was not supported. The results indicated that students’ learning style 
did not affect their achievement scores in the classroom. However, several demographic 
variables appeared to have a positive impact on achievement scores. The variable o f 
“class-standing” positively affected increases on students’ achievement score. According 
to Kolb (1984). ELT explains how learners learn to learn through a variety o f experiences 
and the preference or approach to a particular style of learning could change over time 
due to increases in experience. As students advance in class standing, from freshmen to 
senior level, in college, it is likely that they could get more familiar with their preferred 
learning styles and perhaps even better learn how to deal with learning situations that do
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not match their dominant learning styles. The results of this analysis support such an 
assumption since there is an increase in student achievement score for those students in 
higher class standing. Interestingly, the results o f the analysis for the first hypothesis also 
indicated that work experience had a negative relation with the achievement. College 
level hospitality programs generally require enrolled students to gain a certain amount of 
work experience. The finding demands further exploration on this topic.
According to the results of the analysis for Hypothesis Two, there was no significant 
relationship between student predominant learning styles and their instructors' 
predominant learning styles represented by student course achievement.
As indicated in other research studies. Hypothesis Three showed that male and female 
students differ in their preferred learning styles. However, there were no differences in 
age. GPA, work experience, class standing, and student status in terms o f students’ 
learning styles.
Hypothesis Four was supported but offered little practical significance. However, 
there was a negative effect o f “lecture only” teaching method on student achievement. 
This finding supports that traditional methods o f teaching, such as lectures, could be 
ineffective in terms o f improving student achievement.
The results of Hypothesis Five showed that when students perceived that instructional 
methods employed in class matched their learning styles, they were more satisfied with 
instructional methods utilized in the classroom. This finding could provide support for 
introducing the concept o f preferred learning styles in the classroom and informing 
students about different types o f learning styles. Such an approach could possibly
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improve student satisfaction with teaching methods used in the classroom and perhaps it 
could help create a desired atmosphere for learning.
As the results of the analysis for Hypothesis Six indicated, the higher the satisfaction 
with instructional methods utilized in the classroom, the better was students’ course 
achievement.
The overall results o f the analysis indicated that there is no significant relationship 
between students’ dominant learning style and student course achievement score (as 
measured by percentage of total points for final course grade). This outcome is in 
conflict with findings of some research studies as discussed earlier in the literature review 
section. However, it is also in line with outcomes of other earlier studies that did not 
report any significant findings. The results o f this study has further put the utility of 
Kolb’s LSI with related education research in question. Perhaps the validity of LSI, in 
consideration with the outlined research objectives, should be more carefully studied. 
Given sufficient resources, an experimental design could shed more light onto the 
validity issue o f LSI.
There were some helpful findings within this study. An interesting finding was that 
when students perceived the classroom instruction provided to match their preferred 
learning styles, they demonstrated higher overall satisfaction with instructional methods 
utilized in the classroom. In accordance, it was determined that higher overall 
satisfaction with instructional methods utilized in the classroom led to higher student 
course achievement. Another unique fact was the negative effect o f “lecture only” 
instructional method on student achievement. Lecture only is described as a ‘teacher- 
centered’ instructional method where ‘learning centered’ methods, such as ‘discovery
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learning* are recommended as an alternative to teacher-centered methods. The data 
analysis further supports this belief because students of instructors who participated in the 
study and employed ‘discovery learning’ method more frequently, obtained higher 
achievement scores.
Implications For Future Research
Further research is needed to explore the relationship between teaching methods and 
students' learning styles. Studies addressing the role o f learning styles, in conjunction 
with other important variables in effective classroom teaching, could help instructors 
better cater to the needs o f learners. The development of a highly reliable assessment 
instrumentation to identify learning styles should be a key part of such related future 
research.
Future research must repeat similar studies across a variety o f courses to establish 
patterns o f learners’ preferred learning styles and effective instructional methods and help 
educators revise and modify lesson plans to accommodate all learning styles in the 
classroom. Evidence of patterns obtained from such types of research could help establish 
a guide for addressing the needs o f particular learners, grouped by dominant learning 
styles.
It should also be noted that this study utilized only Kolb’s LSI to determine learning 
styles and predict classroom performance outcomes. Perhaps, a combination of similar 
assessment tools in conjunction with LSI could be facilitated to achieve the desired 
results.
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Other studies have shown us that students can better succeed in college if LSI is 
utilized to help them understand how they learn best. Kolb’s ELT and LSI have been 
successfully applied in education research for many disciplines. The model provides an 
opportunity for instructors to blend instructional content and delivery and achieve 
optimal learning outcomes while embracing students’ learning styles.
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Appendix A: The Questionnaire
Getting To Know You Better ©
We would like to learn more about your learning style and preferences in order to provide 
better instruction in the classroom. Your responses to the following questions will be kept 
strictly confidential and will have no effect on your course-grade. Please answer all 
questions provided. Thank you for your participation.
1. Please indicate the following instructional methods in terms o f frequency o f use in 
this course (i.e. 5 being the most frequently used by instructor, 1 being no use at 
all);
Instructional Method
Used
Very
Often Often Sometimes
Rarely Never
Lecture Only 5 4 3 2 1
Demonstration 5 4 3 2 1
Lecture-Discussions 5 4 3 2 1
Direct Instruction 5 4 3 2 1
Discussion Only 5 4 3 2 1
Discovery Learning 5 4 3 2 1
Cooperative Learning 5 4 3 2 1
Learning Centers 5 4 3 2 1
Role-Play 5 4 3 2 1
Simulations 5 4 3 2 1
Problem-Based Learning & 
Inquiry 5
4 3 2 1
Definitions
Lecture
Demonstration
Lecture
Discussions
Direct
Instruction
Discussion
Material is presented in a direct, logical manner, but audience 
is often passive
It involves the teacher showing students a process or procedure 
such a science process, a cooking procedure or a computer 
procedure.
It is a combination o f lectures and teacher questioning.
It involves very specific learning targets. Students are told 
reasons why content is important. It includes such steps as; 1) 
Intro & Review 2) Presentation o f new information 3) Guided 
practice 4) Independent practice.
Designed to encourage thinking skills
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Discovery
Learning
Cooperative
Learning
Learning
Centers
Role-Play
Simulations
Problem-Based 
Learning & 
Inquiry
Discovery learning encourages students to ask questions and 
formulate their own tentative answers. It provides learners 
with information they use to construct learning.
It involves small heterogeneous student groups working 
together to solve a problem or complete a task.
These are self-contained areas where students work 
independently or with small groups (pairs or triads) to 
complete a task. Centers may take the form of chairs placed 
around a table for group discussion; display boards that present 
questions/problems/worksheets, or computer/computers where 
students perform hands-on activities or research on the web.
A problem is identified, acted out and discussed.
It puts the student in a "real" situation without taking the risks 
involved
Involves four steps: 1) student receives the problem, 2) student 
gathers data, 3) student organizes data and attempts an 
explanation to the problem, and 4) students analyze the 
strategies they used to solve the problem.___________________
2. Please indicate your satisfaction with the instructional methods used in the classroom
Overall Satisfaction StronglyAgree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
1 am satisfied with the 
instructional methods 
(strategies) utilized in this 
classroom.
The instruction provided in 
this class matches my 
preferred learning style.
3. Please print the last four digits of your social security # in the space provided:
4. Please enter your age:______
5. Please check the gender that applies: Female □  Male □
6. Do you have work experience including part-time and
internship in the hospitality industry? (Please check your answer): Yes □  No □
7. If you answered yes to question # 6, please indicate the number of years (or 
months) o f experience including part-time and internship:__________
Freshmen □  Sophomore □  Junior □  Senior □  Graduate □8. You are a
9. Please indicate your current overall GPA:
10. Are you an international 
student? Yes □ No □
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Appendix B: Descriptive Statistics for Variables Used
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum Maximum Mean
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic
Std. Skewness 
Deviation 
Statistic Statistic
Kurtosis
Std. Statistic 
Error
Std.
Error
instructors' 
learning style
318 1.00 4.00 2.5786 1.3498 -.191 .137 -1.774 .273
lecture only 313 1.00 5.00 3.6741 1.1530 -.639 .138 -.388 .275
demonstration 312 1.00 5.00 3.4071 1.0719 -.222 .138 -.639 .275
iecNdiscuss 313 1.00 5.00 4.0479 .9679 -.993 .138 .748 .275
direct inst 308 1.00 5.00 3.5065 1.1022 -.310 .139 -.720 .277
discuss only 310 1.00 5.00 2.9613 1.1112 -.023 .138 -.681 .276
discovery
cooperative
310
313
1.00
1.00
5.00 3.2419
5.00 3.6006
1.1863
1.1052
-.267
-.522
.138
.138
-.750
-.275
.276
.275
learning center 308 1.00 5.00 2.5357 1.2897 .329 .139 -1.025 .277
role play 
simulation
311
309
1.00
1.00
5.00 2.9132
5.00 2.9968
1.2759
1.2340
-.015
-.192
.138
.139
-1.047
-.906
.276
.276
prob-basedNinq 311 1.00 5.00 3.4405 1.1368 -.488 .138 -.477 .276
satisfied inst 307 1.00 5.00 4.2834 .8212 -1.244 .139 1.859 .277
inst match Isi 306 1.00 5.00 3.9706 .9696 -.745 .139 .002 .278
age
work experience
314
253
18.00
.00
40.0022.7070  
18.00 2.5916
3.6268
2.8068
1.605
1.958
.138
.153
4.172
5.379
.274
.305
standing 
percent grade
318
316
1.00
51.00
4.00 2.9591 
100.0085.9110
1.1070
8.3464
-.593
-1.196
.137
.137
-1.060
2.595
.273
.273
Isi-type 
Valid N 
(listwise)
318
219
1.00 4.00 2.6415 1.1797 -.133 .137 -1.492 .273
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
American College Personnel Association (1994). The student learning imperative. 
American College Personnel Association.
Ashley. R. A., Bach, S. A., Chesser, J. W., Ellis, E. T., Ford, R. C., Lebruto, S. M.,
Milman, A., Pizam, A., & Quain, W. J. (1995). A customer-based approach to 
hospitality education. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 
36{4\ 74-79.
Atkinson, G. (1991). Kolb’s learning style inventory; A practitioner’s perspective. 
Measurement & Evaluation in Counseling & Development, 23(4), 149-162.
Bagdan, P. J. (1999). Relationship between learning styles, demographics, delivery 
methods, study times and test achievements of hospitality undergraduates. 
Dissertation Abstracts International. (UMI No. 9942656).
Bagdan, P., & Boger, C. A. (2000). Learning style inventory and the demographics of 
hospitality students. Journal o f  Hospitality & Tourism Education, 72(1), 10-15.
Berger, F. (1983). Disparate learning styles of hospitality students, professors, and 
managers. InternationalJournal o f  Hospitality Management, 2(10), 15-23.
Buch, K., & Bartley, S. (2002). Learning style and training delivery mode preference. 
Journal o f  Workplace Learning, 14 (1/2), 5-10.
Carmines, E. G. and Zeller, R. A. (1979). Reliability and Validity Assessment. Number 
07-017 in Quantitative Applications in the Social Sciences. Newbury Park, CA; 
Sage Publications.
Casado, M. (2000). Teaching methods in higher education: A student perspective. 
Journal o f  Hospitality and Tourism Education, 12 (2), 65-70.
Caulfield, J. L. (2001). Examining the effect o f teaching method and learning style on 
work performance for practicing home care clinicians. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 62(11), 3688. (UMI No. 303294).
Claxton, C. S., & Murrell, P. H. (1987). Learning styles: Implications for improving 
education practices. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report No. 4. Washington, 
DC: Association for the Study of Higher Education.
75
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
76
Cockerton, T., Naz, R., & Sheppard, S. (2002). Factorial validity and internal reliability 
of Honey and Mumford’s learning styles questionnaire. Psychological Reports, 
P7(2), 503-520.
Davidson-Shivers, G. V., Gayle, V., Nowlin, B., & Lanouette, M. (2002). Do multimedia 
lesson structure and learning styles influence undergraduate writing performance? 
College Student Journal, i6 ( l) , 20-32.
Driscoll, M. (1994). Psychology o f  learning fo r  instruction. Needham Heights, MA: 
Paramount Publishing.
Edgerton, R., Hutchings, P., & Quinlan, K. (1991). Capturing the scholarship in 
teaching. Washington, DC: American Association for Higher Education.
Educational Commission o f the States (1996). What research says about improving
undergraduate education: Twelve attributes of a high quality experience. AAHE  
Bulletin, 48 (8), 5-8.
Elfant, A. B. (2002). A study of the relationship between integrative studies freshmen 
learning styles and their instructors’ learning styles represented by students’ 
course achievement. Dissertation Abstracts International. (UMI No. 3045274)
Elfrink, J. A., Agbeh, A., & Krause, F. (1995). A survey of student assessment in
hospitality education: Implications for the future. Hospitality Research Journal, 
/<*((3)/19(l), 143-153.
Eggen, P. & Kauchak, D. (2001). Educational psychology: Windows on classrooms (5th 
ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Entwistle, N. (2001). Styles o f learning and approaches to studying in higher education. 
Kybernetes, 50(5/6), 593-602.
Ewell. P. T. (1997). Organizing fo r  learning: A point o f  entry. Draft prepared for
discussion at the 1997 AAHE Summer Academy at Snowbird. National Center 
for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS).
Fatt, J. P. T. (2000). Understanding the learning styles o f students: Implications for
educators. International Journal o f  Sociology and Social Policy, 20(11), 31-45.
Fatt, J. P. T.. & Joo, N. T. (2001). Learning styles: Implications for design and 
technology education. Management Research News, 24(5), 24-37.
Feldman, K. A., & Paulsen, M. B. (1998). Teaching and learning in the college
classroom. Needham Heights, MA: Simon & Schuster Custom Publishing.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
77
Fuhrmann, B. S., & Grasha, A. F. (1983). The past, present, and future in college 
teaching: Where does your teaching fit? A practical handbook fo r  college 
teachers. Boston: Little, Brown and Company.
Gagné, Robert M. (1977). The conditions o f  learning and theory o f  instruction. New 
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Gardner. H. (1983). Frames o f  mind. New York: Basic Books.
Garland, D. K. (2002). Learning style characteristics of the online student: A study of 
learning styles, learner engagement and gender. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 63(12), 4282. (UMI No. 3074403).
Garner, I. (2000). Problems and inconsistencies with Kolb’s learning styles. Educational 
Psychology, 20(3), 341-348.
Gilley. J. W., & Maycunich, A. (2000). Organizational learning, performance, and 
change. Cambridge, MA: Perseus Publishing.
Gold. J., & Holman, D. (2001). Let me tell you a story: An evaluation of the use of 
storytelling and argument analysis in management education. Career 
Development International; Bradford, 6(7), 384-395.
Hair. J.F. Anderson, R.E., Tahtam, R.L., & Black, W.C. (1998). Multivariate data 
analy.sis (5‘*’ ed). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Haseman, W. D., Nuipolatoglu, V., & Ramamurthy, R. (2002). An empirical
investigation of the influences o f the degree o f interactivity on user-outcomes in a 
multimedia environment. Information Resources Management Journal, 75(2), 31- 
48.
Heffler, B. (2001). Individual learning style and the learning style inventory. Educational 
27(3), 307-316.
Heinich. R., Molenda, M., Russell, J. D., & Smaldino, S. E. (1996). Instructional media 
and technologies fo r  learnings Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.
Henson. R. K., & Hwang, D. Y. (2002). Variability and prediction of measurement error 
in Kolb’s learning style inventory scores: A reliability generalization study. 
Educational & Psychological Measurement, 62(4), 712-728.
Hickcox, L. K. (1991). An historical review o f  Kolb's formulation o f  experiential learning 
theory. (Doctoral dissertation, Oregon State University, 1991).
Hsu, C., (1999), Learning styles o f hospitality students; Nature or nurture? International 
Journal o f  Hospitality Management, 18, 17-30.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
78
Isom. V. V. (1997). The relationship of learning style as depicted by Kolb’s Learning 
Style Inventory and teaching methods of lecture-discussion and case study- 
discussion to the academic achievement variables of objective test scores and 
grade point averages of community college nursing students. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 5<5(8). 2999. (UMI No. 9804126).
.lones-Hamilton, L. (2001). Measuring effective teaching. Effective Teaching, 5(1). 
Retrieved December 6, 2001, from http://cte.uncwil.edu/et/Resnotes/Jones- 
Hamilton.
Jordanov, W. L. (2001). An examination of the relationship between learning style and 
technology use. Dissertation Abstracts International, 62(06), 2083. (UMI NO. 
3017963).
Joyce. B.. & Weil, M. (1996). Models o f  teaching (5th ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall.
Kaminski, C. W. (2002). Formative use o f select-and-fill-in concept maps in online 
instruction: Implications for students of different learning styles. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 65(1), 133. (UMI No. 3041633).
Kaplan, E. J.. & Kies, D. A. (1995). Teaching styles and learning styles: Which came 
TwsC Journal o f  Instructional Psychology, 22(1), 29-34.
Kolb. D. A., Rubin, I. M., & McIntyre, J. M. (1984) Organizational Psychology Ed.) 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Kolb, D A. (1984). Experiential learning: Experience as the source o f learning and 
development. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Kolb, D. A., Boyatzis, R., & Mainemelis, C. (2000). Experiential learning theory: 
Vrevious research and new directions. In Sternberg, R. J. and Zhang, L. F. (Eds.), 
Perspectives on cognitive learning, and thinking styles. New Jersey: Lawrence 
Erlbaum.
Kolb. D. A. (1999). Learning style inventory version 3: Technical specifications. Boston: 
TRG Hay/McBer, Inc..
Kolb. A.. & Kolb, D. A. (2001). Learning .styles. In Forest, J. & Kinser, K. (Eds.),
Encyclopedia o f Higher Education in the United States. ABC-CLIO Publishers.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
79
Kolb, A., & Kolb, D. (2002). Experiential Learning Theory Bibliography. Retrieved.
May 12. 2003 from
http://www.leamingffomexperience.com/ELT_bibJuly_02.pdf
Kolb. A.. & Kolb, D. (2003). Experiential Learning Theory Bibliography. Retrieved.
May 12. 2003 from
http://www.leamingfromexperience.eom/ELT_bibJuly_03.pdf
Koob, J.. & Funk, J. (2002). Kolb’s leaming style inventory: Issues of reliability and 
validity. Research on Social Practice, 12(2), 293-308.
Ladd. P. D. (1999). Leaming style and adjustment issues of intemational students.
Journal o f  Education fo r  Business, July/August, 363-367.
Lefever, M. M. (1994). Life in the classroom: Teaching by trial and error. Hospitality and 
Tourism Educator, 6(3), 31-35.
Lewis. R. C. (1993). Hospitlaity management education: Here today, gone tomorrow? 
Ho.spitality Research Journal, 77(1), 273-283.
Loo. R. (2002). A meta-analytic examination o f Kolb’s leaming style preferences among 
business majors. Journal o f  Education fo r  Business, May/June, 252-256.
Lukow. J. E. (2002). Leaming styles as predictors o f student attitudes toward the use of 
technology in recreation courses. Dissertation Abstracts International, 65(5).
1992. (UMI No. 3054366)
Magolda, M. B., & Terenzini, P. T. (1999) Learning and Teaching in the 27'' Century: 
Trends and Implications fo r  Practice, in Higher Education Trends for the Next 
Century: A Research Agenda for Student Success. Edited by Cynthia S. Johnson 
and Harold E. Cheatham. American College Personnel Association.
Mainemelis, C., Boyatzis, R. E., & Kolb, D. A. (2002). Leaming styles and adaptive
flexibility: Testing experimental leaming theory. Management Learning, 55(1), 5- 
33.
Mergel, B. (1998). Leaming Theories o f Instmctional Design. Retrieved May 10, 2003 
from http://www.usask.ca/education/coursework/802papers/mergel/brenda.htm.
McFeely, D. M. (2002). Leaming style and preferred mode of delivery of adult leamers 
in Web-based classroom, and blended training. Dissertation Abstracts 
Intemational, 63(09), 3084. (UMI No. AAT 3065705)
McWilliams, V. M. (2001). Exploring the relationship between computer-based training, 
leaming styles, and cognitive styles. Dissertation Abstracts International, 62(2), 
539. UMI (No. 3003433)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
80
Montgomery, R. J. (1989). Designing training programs on effective teaching for gradate 
teaching assistants. Hospitality Education and Research Journal, 75(3), 123-128.
Morgan, S. A. (1990). An investigation o f leaming styles, effective teaching, and student 
achievement in the experiential nursing clinical environment (Experiential 
leaming). Dissertation Abstracts International, 52(05), 2503. (UNI No. 9119100)
Murphy, J. (1998, September). What’s ahead for tomorrow’s principals? Principal, 13- 
14.
Mumford, A. (1995). Leaming styles and mentoring. Industrial and Commercial 
Training, 27(8), 4-7.
Musgrove, A. T. (2002). An examination o f the Kolb LSI and GEFT and their
relationship to academic achievement in web-based and face-to-face nursing 
courses. Dissertation Abstracts International, 65(6), 2133. (UMI No. 3055363)
National Research Council (2000). How people learn: Brain, mind, experience, and 
school. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.
O ’Bannon, B. (2002). Planning for Instruction. Retrieved May 4*'’, 2003, from 
http://edtech.tennessee.edu/~bobannon/instructional_methods.html
Ormrod. J. L. (1999). Human learning. Columbus, OH: Prentice-Hall, Inc.
Pickworth, J., Shaw, M., & Barth, J. (1997). The introductory course in hospitality
management: A Kolb approach to course pedagogy. Journal o f  Ho.spitality and 
Tourism Education, 9 (3), 36-38.
Reed, T. E. (2001). Relationship between leaming style, Intemet success, and Intemet 
satisfaction of students taking online courses at a selected community college. 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 62(05), 1751. (UMI No. 3013800)
Reich, A. Z., & DeFranco, A. L. (1994). How to teach so students will learn: Part two. 
Hospitality and Tourism Educator, 6(2), 43-47.
Reynolds, J. (1995). Indicators o f educational effectiveness. In S.R. Hatfield (Ed.), The 
seven principles in action: Improving undergraduate education, (107-114). 
Bolton, MA: Anker.
Roberts, A. P. (2001). The effects on community college student achievement and
satisfaction using active versus passive teaching methodologies. Dissertation 
Abstracts International, (UMI No. 3013896).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
81
Robertson. D. L. (1996). Facilitating transformative leaming: Attending to the dynamics 
o f the educational helping relationship. Adult Education Quarterly, 47 (I). 41-53.
Sadler-Smith, E. (1996). Leaming styles: A holistic approach. Journal o f  European 
Industrial Training, 20 (7), 29-36.
Sadler-Smith, E. (2001). A reply to Reynold’s critique o f leaming style. Management 
Learning, 52(3), 291-304.
Sarasin, L. C. (1999). Leaming style perspectives: Impact in the classroom. Madison, Wl: 
Atwood Publishers.
Schneider, C. G., & Shoenberg, R. (1998). Contemporary understandings o f  liberal 
education. Washington, DC: Association of American Colleges and Universities.
Sharp, J. E. (1997). Applying Kolb leaming style theory in the communication 
classroom. Business Communication Quarterly, 60(2), 129-134.
Simon, S. J. (2000). The relationship o f leaming style and training method to end-user
computer satisfaction and computer use: A structural equation model. Information 
Technology, Learning, and Performance Journal, 75(1), 41-59.
Sims, R., & Sims, S. (1995). Learning enhancement in higher education. In: Sims, R. 
(eds). The Importance o f  Learning Styles: Understanding the Implications fo r  
Learning, Course Design, and Education, (1-24). Westport, CT: Greenwood Press
Singh, A. J., & Ninemeir, J. D. (2003). Teaching methods and course evaluation
techniques preferred by postsecondary intemational hospitality students: An 
exploratory study. Praxis, Spring, 87-101.
Smith, P.L., & Ragan, T.J. (1999). Instructional design (2"‘̂ Edition). New York: Merrill
Sternberg, R. J., & Zhang, L. F. (2000). Perspectives on cognitive learning, and thinking 
styles. NJ : Lawrence Erlbaum.
Stevens, P. ( 1990). Should I juggle and tell jokes? International Journal o f  Hospitality 
Management, 9(2), 95-102.
Svinicki, M. D., & Dixon, N. M. (1987). Kolb model modified for classroom activities. 
College Teaching, 25 (4), 141-146.
Terrell, S. R., & Dringus, L. (2000). An investigation o f the effect o f leaming style on 
student success in an online leaming environment. Journal o f  Educational 
Technology Systems, 28(3), 231-238.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
82
Tickle, S. (2001). What have we learnt about student leaming? A review o f the research 
on study approach and style. Kybernetes, 30 (7/8), 955-969.
Towler. A. J., & Dipboye, R. L. (2003). Development of a leaming style orientation 
measure. Organizational Research Methods, 6(2), 216-235.
Trowbridge, E. H. (1997) Preferences o f instructional styles used by faculty and their 
acceptance by students at collegiate schools of hospitality management. Journal 
o f  Hospitality and Tourism Education, P (1), 41 -46.
Vince, R. (1998). Behind and beyond Kolb's leaming cycle. Journal o f  Management 
Education, 22 (3), 304-31.
Wen, Y. (2000). Student attitudes toward fully Internet-dependent leaming: Assessment 
based on leaming style. Dissertation Abstracts International, 6/(6), 2175. (UMI 
No. 9974702).
Wong, K. K. F., Pine, R. J., & Tsang, N. (2000). Leaming style preferences and
implications for training programs in the hospitality and tourism industry. Journal 
o f  Hospitality and Tourism Education, 12(2), 32-40.
Yonge, O. (1997). Assessing and preparing students for distance preceptorship 
placements. Journal o f  Advanced Nursing, 26, 812-816.
Zikmund, W. G. (2000). Business research methods. Orlando, FL: Harcourt, Inc.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
VITA
Graduate College 
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas
Mehmet Erdem
Local Address:
5400 Mountain Vista St.
Las Vegas, NV 89120, USA
Home Address:
200 Building #205, 2000 Lakeshore Drive 
New Orleans, LA 70148, USA
Degrees:
Bachelor of Science in Hospitality and Tourism Management, 1994 
Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana, USA
Master of Science in Hospitality and Tourism Management with Thesis, 1997 
Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana, USA
Master of Science in Educational Technology and Instructional Design, 2000 
Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana, USA
Special Honors and Awards:
Ace Denken Fellowship recipient for doctoral studies at UNLV 
Hospitality Financial and Technology Professionals scholarship 
UNLV Presidential Scholarship Nominee for the Hotel College 
Who’s Who Among Students in American Universities & Colleges 
The National Dean’s List
UNLV Graduate Student Association Research Grant Award 
Nevada Hospitality Foundation Distinguished Scholar Award 
Foodservice Consultants Society Intemational, Academic Research Award 
Weinberger Academic Scholarship Award
Dean’s List and Semester Honors (1992, 93, 94) and Distinguished Student 
(1991)
Golden Key National Honor Society
83
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
84
The Honor Society of Phi Kappa Phi
Kappa Omicron Nu Honor Society
Alpha Lambda Delta Freshmen Honor Society
Gamma Sigma Delta Honor Society Invitational Membership
Madonna Warren Student Intern Award
Publications
Liang, X., Erdem, M., Farrar, A., & Brewer, P. (2003). Human resource information 
systems in hospitality: A case study of the development process and application. 
Hospitality Information Technology Association Conference Proceedings, 7-11.
Feinstein, A., Hinkston, T., & Erdem, M. (2003). A study of the effect o f music genre 
and intensity on ethnic menu item selection. Journal o f  Foodservice Business 
Research, (in print)
Erdem, M., Cho, S., Perdue, J., & Woods, R. (2003). Identifying the underlying
dimensions of job satisfaction attributes: An assessment o f private club managers. 
Advances in Hospitality and Tourism Research, 8 , 127-131.
Erdem, M., & Raab, C. (2003). An application of leaming style inventory as a tool for 
assessing hospitality students and improving classroom instruction. Advances in 
Hospitality and Tourism Research, 8, 123-126.
Lee, W., Erdem, M., & Love, C. (2002). Using taxonomies to assess web-based 
information content: An explanatory framework for meeting planners and the 
lodging industry. Frontiers in Southeast CHRIE Hospitality and Tourism 
Research, 6 (1), 19-23.
Erdem, M., & Cho, S. (2002). Assessment o f hospitality students' response and 
reaction to instructional methods: A qualitative approach to effective teaching. 
International CHRIE Conference Referred Paper Abstracts, 89.
Erdem, M., & Feinstein, A. (2002). HOTS: the service business simulation.
Simulation & Gaming: An Interdisciplinary Journal o f  Theory, Practice and 
Re.search, 33 (2), 257-259.
Feinstein, A., Stefanelli, J., & Erdem, M. (2002). Instructor's manual to accompany 
purchasing: Selection and procurement for the hospitality industry (5th ed.). New 
York: John Wiley and Sons.
Erdem, M., & Baloglu, S. (2002). An extended application of importance-
performance analysis: First-time Canadian visitors to Las Vegas. Advances in 
Hospitality and Tourism Research, 7, 178-183.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
85
Erdem, M., & Feinstein, A. (2002). Creating an assessment instrument to evaluate the 
effectiveness o f instructional systems in foodservice. Advances in Hospitality and 
Tourism Research, 7, 183-185.
Erdem, M., Morrison, A., & O'Leary, J. (2001). Activity participation as a base for 
market segmentation: an analysis o f Australian outbound pleasure travelers. 
Advances in Hospitality and Tourism Research, 6, 154-158.
Dissertation Title: Examining the Effect o f Teaching Method and Leaming Style on 
Student Course Achievement
Dissertation Examination Committee:
Chairperson, Robert H. Woods, Ph.D., Department o f Hotel Management 
Committee Member, Seyhmus Baloglu, Ph.D., Department o f Tourism and 
Convention
Committee Member, Cheri A. Young, Ph.D., Department o f Hotel Management 
Graduate Faculty Representative, Cecilia Maldonado, Ph.D., Department of 
Workforce Education
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
